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LETTERS 



Letters may have been 
shortened because of 
space. Some names may 
have been changed 


Revo-fantasy 

Lenin said that a revolution is 
impossible without a revolutionary 
situation. Britain is now in a pre¬ 
revolutionary situation. Is that too 
bold a statement? It’s probably not 
bold enough. 

Our capitalist economy has, at last, 
entered its final phase. In capitalism 
there are always booms and busts, but 
once in every century there is a mega¬ 
boom and a mega-bust. That’s where 
we are now. It is where we were in the 
1920s and 30s. Ten years of boom, a 
crash, and then 10 years of slump. 

We are not in a recession; this is the 
beginning of a depression that will last 
10 or even 15 years. In that time, four 
to six million people will be made 
unemployed, long-term. Home values 
and savings will collapse. The extreme 
attempt to save the economy - immense 
injections of borrowed cash - will 
lengthen and deepen the depression, 
increasing the possibility of serious 
civil disturbance. 

And now, as if to compound that 
terrible and immense problem, our 
political class has collapsed, and 
parliament with it. MPs - all MPs - and 
our weak and failing government are 
paralysed by the shock and scale of it 
They are at an utter loss over what to 
do. Some have latched onto a general 
election as a way out of all this. Perhaps 
a chance to vent our anger by putting 
a cross in a box will calm us down. 

If a depression, plus a complete 
collapse in the authority of government 
and parliament, and their paralysis, do 
not constitute a pre-revolutionary 
situation, then I don’t know what does. 

It is the duty of revolutionary 
socialists, Marxists and Leninists to 
recognise the call of history and 
create a revolutionary situation out 
of this. But how? 

There are many, many ways, but 
here’s one. It begins with relatively 
small demonstrations in London 
by trade unionists and left groups 
with students and the unemployed. 
These become a magnet for general 
public anger and the now daily 
demonstrations, organised and led by 
the working class, begin to attract 
hundreds of thousands of people. 
They don’t go home, but stay on the 
streets for days on end. They fill our 
media and TV news bulletins. 

Other similar demonstrations 
begin in big metropolitan centres 
like Birmingham and Liverpool, 
Manchester, Glasgow, Cardiff, Bristol, 
Leeds and Sheffield. The police are 
overwhelmed and unable to control 
them. They can’t even contain them. 
And these are not one-offs. These are 
popular demonstrations where, now, 
millions of ordinary people are 
staying away from work because 
they don’t want to leave. There is an 
air of revolutionary anticipation, of 
momentous change under way, and 
of being part of history - a shift of 
power from institutions to the streets 
and to people. 

The demonstrators begin with 
vague calls for change, for government 
ministers to step down, for elections, 
for reform, but they become more 
specific demands for street and office/ 
factory-level democracy and people’s 
control. They result in the creation of 
regional people’s assemblies - soviets 
if you wish - alternative forms of 
government springing up alongside 
the now discredited, moribund 
and defunct national government. 
Parliament is bypassed and powerless. 

In Afghanistan, soldiers, catching 
the same mood, and angry about 
being sacrificed on battlefields, with 
poor equipment and support, by a 


government with no moral authority or 
direction, refuse to leave their barracks 
and go on patrol. Instead they go on 
strike and demand to be returned home 
so they too can take part in this popular 
uprising. They remain glued to their 
radios and TVs, and calls from home 
for news. 

This undirected, or multi-directed, 
uprising throws up many strong 
figureheads and speakers, visionaries 
and revolutionaries, factions and 
sects, who debate and harangue the 
crowds, and argue among themselves. 
Parties of the left and right grow 
stronger as interest grows in their kind 
of change. They begin to attract 
massive support. 

The working class assumes its 
historic role, as the previously 
dominant middle classes stay at 
home and watch on TV, wondering 
whether now might be the time to 
shift those savings abroad and move 
away with the children. They begin 
to pack up, and the airports and ports 
get busier. 

In France and Germany, Japan and 
Italy, Spain and Portugal, similar move¬ 
ments begin, as the revolutionary 
mood sweeps through Europe and 
parts of the world. Despite a broadcast 
and print media blackout to try 
and avoid international movements 
feeding off each other, international 
speakers are turning up at demon¬ 
strations in the UK, and vice versa. 
The news that we are not alone 
strengthens the movement. 

In Britain, the people’s assemblies 
agree to form a national assembly 
and send delegates. That national 
assembly refuses to meet in the old 
‘duma’ or discredited parliament, 
where even now a few MPs continue 
to hold court and go through the 
motions of a debate and the passing 
of legislation that everyone ignores. 
It sits like a lost and irrelevant 
second chamber, bypassed by the 
new democracy. 

The soldiers, who have freed 
themselves from the autocratic rule of 
the officers, send their own delegates 
to the national assembly - an assembly 
of people’s and soldiers’ deputies. 
They declare for the new people’s 
democracy, vow to defend it, and the 
MPs are arrested and put on trial. 

Socialists of all types and stripes 
become - by dint of their radicalism 
and honesty, their democracy and 
trustworthiness - the majority in 
the national assembly, and begin 
a programme of radical social, 
democratic and economic reforms 
which bring whole industries and 
services into true public ownership, 
including the banks and other financial 
institutions. The expropriators are 
expropriated. The exploiters are 
arrested and expelled. 

I admit there are huge holes in this 
vision. What about the right wing, their 
media, their counterrevolution, the 
churches, the Americans, the flight of 
finance capital, the sabotage? It’s 
endless. But that is also what they said 
to Lenin, Castro, Mao, any and every 
revolutionary leader who has ever 
entered into a revolutionary situation 
It did not blunt their purpose. 

And what about the British? Are 
they capable? Do they even want 
it? There is a momentum to all 
revolutionary situations. Once they 
begin, they are hard to stop. And, yes, 
the British do want it By and large, the 
British are slow to anger, patient and 
tolerant They are moaners, not actors. 
But when roused to real anger and 
action, they are terrifying to behold. 

We are in a pre-revolutionary 
situation. The next step is to provide 
the spark or the catalyst, and that 
catalyst may be the mass people’s 
demonstration, starting small, but 
persisting and growing, day in and 
day out, and not just in London, 
but in each and every major 


regional centre. The trade unions 
should start it, and start it now. The 
re st will follow. 

As for the leadership? The leader¬ 
ship will emerge, as Lenin emerged, 
from exile and from among us. 

Mark Lewis 

Norfolk 

Spoiler 

The CPGB’s call for conditional 
critical support to ‘No to EU, Yes 
to Democracy’ candidates in the 
European elections overlooks one 
significant aspect of this rotten 
nationalist project - the involvement of 
the openly bourgeois Liberal Party. 

When bourgeois and working class 
forces present themselves together on 
the same electoral slate, Marxists call 
this apopular front, and it automatically 
precludes any political support, no 
matter how critical. In his article 
‘Republican democracy, voting tactics 
and communist strategy’ (May 21), 
CPGB leader Jack Conrad does not 
think the participation of bourgeois 
forces is even worth mentioning, let 
alone including in his list of conditions 
for critical support. 

This organisational embrace of the 
‘progressive bourgeoisie’, while 
contradicting No2EU’s formal claim to 
stand for the interests of the working 
class, is completely in line with its 
nationalist programme, which feeds 
into the reactionary poison of ‘British 
jobs for British workers’. This on its 
own would be reason enough not to 
give critical support It is vital that we 
fight all capitalist attacks, whether 
carried out in the name of the European 
Union or of the nation-state, and build 
active solidarity between workers of 
all nations. 

Conrad then goes on to call for a vote 
to the Labour Party if, or more likely 
when, No2EU rejects the CPGB’s 
conditions. But, after 12 years of 
this viciously anti-working class 
government, the idea that there are 
any class-conscious workers who 
still believe that Labour represents 
their separate class interests is absurd. 
To apply the tactic of critical support 
to New Labour today can only be done 
on the basis of ‘lesser evilism’, which 
defeats the purpose of the tactic - to 
develop working class consciousness 
in a revolutionary direction. 

Critical support can potentially be 
useful at times when the reformists 
pretend to stand for our interests as 
a class against the bosses. It is a way 
of engaging in dialogue with class¬ 
conscious workers over the best 
programme to advance those separate 
class interests. With Labour and 
No2EU today, there is no such 
impulse to intersect. 

In the absence of any candidates 
standing for the independent inter¬ 
ests of the working class, even in 
a deformed reformist way, revolu¬ 
tionaries call for workers to spoil their 
ballots in the European elections. 
Barbara Dorn 

International Bolshevik Tendency 

Surprise 

When the No2EU campaign first 
came about, I accurately predicted the 
attitude that most left groups would 
take towards it. However, the CPGB did 
surprise me. 

In the immediate aftermath of Iraq’s 
invasion, the CPGB correctly pointed 
out that Labour was a pro-imperialist 
party that had been exposed by a mass 
movement and Marxists could no 
longer call for a vote for the Labour 
Party. The CPGB joined Respect, 
despite giving all the reasons in the 
Weekly Worker why they should 
not have. 

Respect was a class-collaborationist 
project from inception. But let’s 
pretend that it was worthwhile to be 


involved, as it was ‘ostensibly’ the 
voice of the anti-war movement. 
The CPGB, however, called fora 
vote for Respect without putting 
down any conditions such as 
republican democracy, immigration 
controls, a woman’s right to 
choose or LGBT equality - all 
fundamental issues for Marxists 
which Respect deliberately 
avoided. 

That’s the position the CPGB took 
only a few years ago towards class- 
collaborationist Respect, which was 
based on a religious group and the 
Labour Party. 

Contrast that with today. The anti¬ 
war movement has subsided, but 
anger at Labour’s pro-privatisation and 
anti-worker policies has grown and 
further exposed them. The No2EU 
campaign, despite its limitations, has 
much more potential than Respect, as 
it involves sections of the organised 
working class, notably the RMT union, 
as well as candidates from important 
struggles such as the Lindsey oil 
refinery, Visteon and Linamar. 

Yet conditions not placed on 
Respect are placed on No2EU, and 
tagged on the end are the right to bear 
arms and a workers’ militia. If these 
conditions are not met, the CPGB will 
call for a vote for the completely 
discredited Labour Party! 

Glyn Matthews 
email 

Class criteria 

I have followed with great interest the 
discussion within the CPGB about who 
to vote for in the European elections. 

Support for the No2EU list in any 
region should be conditional on the 
candidate at the top of the list in that 
region agreeing to the following: 
opposition to all immigration controls; 
support for the abolition of the 
monarchy and the House of Lords; 
support for an armed working class 
organised in a people’s militia; and a 
commitment to live on the average 
wage of a skilled worker. 

If the No2EU candidate at the top 
of the list in a region does not pledge 
support for the above, then a vote for 
the Labour list should be considered 
However, a Labour vote in a region 
should be conditional on the 
candidate at the top of the list in that 
region currently being in a working 
class occupation. If the Labour 
candidate at the top of the list is 
not currently in a working class 
occupation, then one should write 
‘Socialist’ across the ballot paper. 

The definition of working class 
occupation would exclude those 
deemed to be petty bourgeois or 
bourgeois, such as political 
researcher or lobbyist. Being in a 
working class occupation, 
including those deemed to be in social 
classes Cl, C2, D and E, is no guarantee 
that a person will not be corrupted by 
the Euro gravy train. However, the call 
for working class MPs and MEPs is a 
democratic and revolutionary demand, 
which all communists should support 

It would, in Jack Conrad’s words, be 
like aiming an arrow at the weakest 
point of the bourgeois workers’ party 
now known as New Labour. 
JohnSmithee 
Cambridgeshire 

Door stepper 

I shall leave aside the possibility of the 
decisions of the CPGB’s Provisional 
Central Committee actually being able 
to affect the outcome of the election, 
as will anyone weighing up the 
circulation figures for the Weekly 
Worker. Its audience comprises active 
and lapsed members of the various 
Marxist sects, factions and would-be 
parties who make up a percentage of 
the electorate you’d need a magnifying 


glass to make out. 

I see the main point of raising the 
right to bear arms and the need for a 
workers’ militiaandannual parliaments 
as being that no idea can spread and 
take hold in the imaginations of the 
majority unless the current minority 
asserts its view and doesn’t shy away 
from stating its belief by retreating to 
arguments about how it’s not what 
‘the workers’ are telling them on the 
doorstep. Well, if we’re just going to 
the doorstep to be told things, then 
what is the point? Sure, there is benefit 
in listening but conversations work 
best when two people are engaging. 

Canvassers usually tell people at the 
door what they think they want to hear, 
but how exactly does that distinguish 
us from every bourgeois politician 
on the slate? What if a canvasser 
addressed the MPs’ expenses issue 
by suggesting that parliamentary 
democracy itself is in need of 
replacement and that, as the ultimate 
check and balance on the power of the 
state, the armed forces should be a 
democratic militia force, run by the 
people for the people and of the 
people? What if that canvasser says 
that the banks are controlling sums of 
money greater than those controlled by 
some countries, but they are not 
accountable for how that wealth is used 
and perhaps democracy should extend 
to industiy as a whole? Or that having 
a home and work to do is abasic human 
need and shouldn’t be a cause of 
stress or worry? 

Sure, the ‘man in the street’ may 
conclude that he has been speaking to 
some lunatic who has escaped from 
hospital for the day, but history is 
full of ideas considered ‘mad’ that 
are today accepted as right. Take, 
for instance, those who stood for 
the abolition of slavery at a time 
when it was a major trade and an 
essential part of the capitalist 
economy. Nutters! Or those who 
stood for the enfranchisement of 
working class men and, ultimately, said 
that women should have the vote too. 
Obviously insane. 

Ideas are the product of material 
conditions, but that doesn’t mean that 
it is only the right time to raise 
revolutionary slogans and ideas when 
capitalism is on its knees and people 
are dying in the streets of starvation. 
An idea is a powerful thing and lives 
beyond the material conditions that 
first brought about its conception And 
a good idea is always relevant and 
deserving of distribution by those of 
us who think it a good idea. 

There is absolutely zero chance of 
progress towards less reactionary 
times unless revolutionary ideas are 
aired and allowed to spread. And if the 
revolutionaries aren’t spreading them, 
then no-one else will. Unless you 
plant the seeds, there ain’t nothing 
gonna grow. 

Gavy Salisbury 
email 

Transparent party 

James Turley’s article raises some 
interesting points on democracy (‘For 
recallable MPs on a worker’s wage’, 
May 21). 

Democracy under capitalism is 
reduced to people voting for competing 
groups of professional politicians, to 
giving the thumbs-up or the thumbs- 
down to the governing or opposition 
party. Political analysts call this the 
‘elite theory of democracy’ because all 
that the people get to choose is which 
elite should exercise government 
power. This contrasts with the original 
theory of democracy, which envisages 
popular participation in the running of 
affairs and which political analysts call 
‘participatory democracy’. 

The most we will get under 
capitalism is the right to vote, under 
more or less fair conditions, for who 
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shall control political power - a 
minimalist form of democracy, but one 
not to be so easily dismissed, since at 
least it provides a mechanism whereby 
a socialist majority could vote in 
socialist delegates instead of capitalist 
politicians. 

Bourgeois democracy is the best we 
can hope for under capitalism, but it is 
not the ideal model possible for the 
revolutionary. Capitalist democracy is 
not a participatory democracy, which 
a genuine democracy has to be. In 
practice, the people generally elect 
professional politicians, who they 
merely vote for, and then let them get 
on with the job. 

In other words, the electors abdicate 
their responsibility to keep an eye on 
their representatives, giving them a 
free hand to do what the operation of 
capitalism demands. But that’s as 
much the fault of the electors as 
their representatives - or rather it 
is a reflection of their low level of 
democratic consciousness. It cannot 
be blamed on the principle of 
representation as such. 

There is no reason in principle 
why, with a heightened democratic 
consciousness (such as would 
accompany the spread of socialist 
ideas), even representatives sent to 
state bodies could not be subject, 
while the state lasts, to democratic 
control by those who sent them there. 

The Socialist Party of Great Britain 
has never held that a merely formal 
majority at the polls will give the 
workers power to achieve socialism. 
We have always emphasised that such 
a majority must be educated in the 
essentials of socialist principles. It is 
the quality of the voters behind the 
vote that, in the revolutionary struggle, 
will be decisive. The institution of 
parliament is not at fault. It is just that 
people’s ideas have not yet developed 
beyond belief in leaders and 
dependence on apolitical elite. 

What the SPGB propose is that 
people should use the vote in the 
course of the social revolution from 


capitalism to socialism and vote 
capitalism out of office. To do this they 
will need to stand mandated delegates 
at elections, but these will just be 
‘messenger boys and girls’, sent to 
formally take over and dismantle ‘the 
state’, not leaders or government 
minister wannabes. 

The vote is merely the legitimate 
stamp that will allow for the dismantling 
of the repressive apparatus of the state 
and the end of bourgeois democracy 
and the establishment of real 
democracy. This should not be 
understood as simply putting an X on 
a ballot paper and letting the SPGB and 
its MPs establish socialism for workers. 
There must also be that ‘conscious’ 
and active socialist majority outside 
parliament, democratically organised 
both in a mass socialist political party 
and at work in various forms of ex-trade 
union type organisations ready to 
keep production going during and 
immediately after the winning of 
political control. 

The SPGB is a political party that has 
a membership who don’t require a 
leadership to make its decisions, that 
has an executive council which doesn’t 
determine policies, that has a general 
secretary whose role is to administer 
and not to control. As a matter of 
political principle, the SPGB holds no 
secret meetings, with all its meetings, 
including those of its executive 
committee, being open to the public. 
Thus reflecting the society it seeks to 
establish. Thatis the example of the “full 
transparency in public affairs” that 
Turley calls for. 

Alan Joh nstone 
email 

Volte-face 

I don’t know if you have seen the 
latest about-turn by the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty on the question of 
the Labour Party. 

My guess is that this is a 
consequence of the lash-up between 
the Communist Party of Britain and the 



A week of 

debate and controversy 
in south London 

Included amongst the confirmed speakers so far: 

Lars T Lih - Author of Lenin Rediscovered: What is to be 
done? in context 

HiIIel Tickin- Editor of Critique 

Boris Kargalitsky- Russian Marxist, author of Empire of the 
periphery: Russia and the world system 

Moshe Machover - Israeli anti-Zionist and Matzpen founder 

Lionel Sims - Author and member of the Radical 
Anthropology Group 

Yassamine Mather -CPGB, exiled Iranian revolutionary 

Mike Macnair - CPGB, author of Revolutionary Strategy 

Jack Conrad - CPGB, author of Fantastic Reality: Marxism 
and the politics of religion 

Jean-Michel Edwin - Marxist involved in the New Anti¬ 
capitalist Party in France 

Reserve your place now: 
office@cpgb.org. uk; 07950 416922 


Socialist Party in England and Wales, 
leading the AWL to believe that they 
had better find a mi li eu in which to swim 
in order to carry out their own ‘party¬ 
building’ activity. What is amazing - or 
actually not so amazing if you 
understand the Stalinist politics of 
the AWL - is that this about-face on 
the question of the Labour Party 
is presented as though it is a 
continuation in a straight line of the 
existing policy. 

Sean Matgamna writes: “The correct 
and necessary emphasis in all our 
recent commentary on denouncing 
New Labour may even mean that some 
comrades have not understood our 
basic ‘line’on the Labour Party. They 
may think that our assessment has 
been identical to that of the Socialist 
Party - that the Labour Party is dead. 
That is not our position, not even in 
the latest AWL NC document for our 
conference, which (extrapolating as it 
does more or less in a straight line from 
recent years’ developments) I now 
think to be seriously off-balance” 
(www. workersliberty. oig/story/2009/ 
05/20/awl- unions-1 abour-and-cri s is). 

So, unlike SPEW, the AWL has never 
considered the Labour Party dead. 
Well, that’s odd, because a year ago 
when the AWL had collapsed into 
calling for a vote for the Socialist 
Workers Party /Hezbollah in the 
London elections, I wrote a series of 
comments on their website - all of which 
eventually got deleted along with all my 
other comments - criticising precisely 
that kind of position being adopted by 
the AWL to justify this collapse. At 
that time, they wrote not only that the 
Labour Party was dead but, echoing 
the words of Rosa Luxemburg, that it 
was a “stinking corpse”: 

“For that sort of thing to happen, 
there has to be a functioning, living 
Labour Party. No such party exists any 
more. This is an enormous event. It is 
the culmination of a process of 
strangling the Labour Party, which has 
been going on over two decades. Short 
of some startling about-turn in the 
coming months, the Bournemouth 
conference has to be taken as the 
formal announcement of the death of 
the Labour Party. To use the language 
Rosa Luxemburg used about the 
German Social Democratic Party in 1914, 
the Labour Party is a stinking corpse! 
... Look back over the process of 
change, and the fact hits you full in the 
face: the Labour Party, founded over 
100 years ago by some unions and 
socialist organisations, is dead” 
(Solidarity April 10 2008). 

Other than giving us a 10-minute 
equivalent of Monty Python’s dead 
parrot sketch, how much clearer could 
they have made it that they thought 
that the Labour Party was dead? Yet, 
according to Sean, they have never 
held such a position, unlike SPEW. 

Sean believes it’s necessary to make 
things clear about the AWL’s position 
on the Labour Party because, for some 
strange reason, a lot of the AWL’s 
membership do not understand their 
‘complex’ relationship and attitude to 
that party. 

Obviously, they need some re¬ 
education, as Uncle Joe used to call it. 

Arthur Bough 

http://boffyblog.blogspot.com 


ACTION 

Communis! Forums 

London: Sundays, 5pm. Study topic, plus weekly political report from 
Provisional Central Committee. Ring 07950 416922 for details. 

May 31: August H Nimzt Jr Marx, Tocqueville and race in America. 
Subject: ‘Toward the “general conflagration”: theory and practice - the 
“new world view’”. 

South Wales: Call Bob for details: 07816 4 80679. 

CPGB podcasts 

Every Monday, we upload a podcast of commentary on the current 
political situation. In addition, the site will feature voice files of public 
meetings and other events, http://cpgb.podbean.com. 

Communist Students meetings 

Central London: Every Wednesday, 7pm. 07792 2 82830; 
ben@communiststudents.org.uk. 

Manchester: Every Tuesday, 5pm, students union. 
manchestercommuniststudents@googlemail.com. 

Sheffield: Every Sunday, 7pm. 

07949 763130; sabbaghl984@googlemail.com. 

Love Music, Hate Racism 

Saturday May 30, 12 noon: Carnival, Britannia Stadium, Stoke-on-Trent. 
Performers include N-Dubz and Jerry Dammers. Tickets £10. 

Oiganised by LMHR: www.stokelmhrfestival.com. 

Socialist Histoiy 

Bishopsgate Institute, 230 Bishopsgate, London EC2 (nearest tube: 
Liverpool Street). 

Tuesday June 9, 7.30pm: Comrade or brother? - history of the British 
labour movement. Speaker: Mary Davis. 

Thursday June 11, 7.30pm: Partisan Coffee House - cultural politics 
and early New Left. Speaker: Mike Berlin. 

Advance booking required: 020 7392 9200; alis.templeton@ 
bishopsgate.org.uk. 

Organised by Socialist History Society in partnership with Bishopsgate 
Institute. 

Afghanistan, Iraq and Palestine 

Monday June 1, 7pm: Public meeting, Willesden Green Library Centre, 

95 High Road, London NW10. Speakers include Jean Lambert MEP. 
Organised by Brent Palestine Solidarity Campaign and Brent Stop the 
War: 07951084101. 

Itoops out of Afghanistan 

Monday June 1, 7pm: Public meeting, Friends Meeting House, 

Archbold Terrace, Newcastle upon Tyne. Speaker: Mohammad Asif. 
Organised by Tyneside Stop the War: www.stopwar.org.uk. 

Make Your Vote Count 

Tuesday June 2, 6pm: Public meeting, committee room 14, House of 
Commons, London SW1. Speakers include Bob Crow (RMT) and Jean 
Lambert MEP. 

Oiganised by Public and Commercial Services union: www.pcs.org.uk. 

Stop deportations 

Saturday June 6, 1 lam: National Coalition of Anti-Deportation 
Campaigns annual conference, Hinde Street Methodist Church,19 
Thayer Street, London W1. 

Oiganised by NCADC: www.ncadc.org.uk. 

Release Binayak Sen 

Sunday June 7, 3pm: Fundraising concert, Indian YMCA hall, 41 Fitzroy 
Square, London W1 (nearest tube: Warren Street). International music 
from India, Turkey, Bangladesh and Ireland for Binayak Sen, held in 
Chhattisgarh state, India for two years under anti-Maoist emergency 
legislation. 

Organised by Release Binayak Sen Now: 020 88 64 16 1 0. 

The ‘goocf wav? 

Thursday June 11, 7.30pm: Public meeting, lower hall, Battersea Arts 
Centre, Lavender Hill, SW11. How the west’s war turned bad. Speaker: 
Seamus Milne. 

Organised by Stop the War: www.stopwar.org.uk. 

No to US missile defence 

Saturday June 13,12 noon: Demonstration, Fylingdales radar base, 

E11 erbeck Bridge, near Whitby, North Yorkshire. 

Oiganised by Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament: www.cndukorg. 

Books for workers 


Workers’ designs 

Lawrence Parker criticises the 
presentation of the Weekly Worker and 
he probably has a point about the front 
covers (Letters, May 14). 

I would encourage any effort to 
improve the paper, but I think the 
existing layout deserves some praise. 
The design of the Weekly Worker 
compares favourably with other 
leftwing publications, such as Socialist 
Worker and Permanent Revolution, 
which have good design, and Workers ’ 
Weekly, New Worker wed Direct Action, 
whose design is not so good. 

Darrell Whitehead 
Merseyside 


Saturday June 20, 11 am to 6pm: Oxford Working Class Book Fair, 
Ruskin College, Walton Street, Oxford Come to CPGB stall. 

Oiganised by Oxford and District TUC: www.odtuc.org.uk. 

National Shop Stewards Network 

Saturday June 27, 11.30am-4.30pm: Conference, South Camden 
Community School, Charrington Street, London WC1. 

Organised byNSSN: www.shopstewards.net. 

CPGB wills 

Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our party’s name 
and address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in your will. 
If you need further help, do not hesitate to contact us. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group, 
email: rdgroup@yahoo.co.uk 
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INTERVIEWS 


I’m against it, but... 

Peter Manson spoke to two leading No2EU candidates who were prominent in the Lindsey oil refineiy dispute. 
First, John McEwan, a Socialist Party supporter who heads the list in the East Midlands 


ow’s the campaign going? 

Not too bad, as far as I know. I 
haven’t been able to do any 
public meetings - a few interviews and 
that’s been it - because I don’t actually 
live in the East Midlands and I have 
work commitments. 

I’ve just been on strike again 
actually. We came out in support of 
the lads in Wales, where they finished 
the British workforce and brought in 
Polish labour. But once people started 
to take action in defence of their jobs, 
the company quickly changed their 
minds. But that’s not to say anything 
against Polish workers or any other 
workers. 

Obvio usly if t hey br ing in scab s 
youtakeaction against them. 

I wouldn’t actually go as far as to say 
they’re scabs. To be a scab you’ve 
got to be conscious of what you’re 
doing. I’ve worked with Polish labour 
and the first thing I said was, “Which 
one of you speaks English?” I said, 
if you’ve got any problems then see 
me - because I was the shop steward 
They were being exploited. While we 
were on the job as an advanced skill 
craft, the Poles weren’t up to that 
standard. 

I was on one job with Portuguese 
labour, but, to be quite honest, if that 
was skilled labour then I’m a 
Chinaman. They were undercutting 
us by a hell of a lot of money. The 
company swore blind they were 
getting the agreed rate, but, speaking 
to some of the lads later, they were 


getting half, because they were going 
through agencies. We have a problem 
with agencies and undercutting 
anyway, never mind foreign labour. 
It’s no different in that respect. 

You were put top of the list 
because of your role in the 
Lindsey oil refinery st rike, weren’t 
you? 

I am actually a blacked worker at LOR. 
Although I work for a firm based at 
Lindsey, I work a few miles away 
because I am still barred. I was told I 
will never work on the site again 
because of issues I took up six years 
ago as a shop steward and safety rep. 
So I wasn’t on the LOR strike 
committee because I wasn’t allowed 
on the site. 

We’ve been critical of the 
nationalism inNo2EU’s platform. 
While itisagainst Fortress 
Europe, it seems to be for Fortress 
Britain, imply ing that some foreign 
workers shou Id be kept out. 

No, that’s not it at all. ‘No to the EU, 
Yes to Democracy’ is a coalition of 
different people. Trade unionists, 
Socialist Party and Communist Party 
ofBri tain, who areplaying a minorrole 

Except they drafted the platform. 

I’m not sure that’s true. I know the 
RMT financed it. 

What’s your vi ew on im migrati on 
controls? I say workers shou Id 
have the right to cornea nd go. 

Workers should have the right to 
come and go - that would be quite 


correct under a workers’ Europe, but 
at the moment we’re under a bosses’ 
Europe and what they’re doing is 
using those workers to diminish our 
wages and our agreements. 

But sh ould they h ave the right to 
come in the here and now and 
work at trade u nion rates? 

Yes, at trade union rates and on the 
same skills basis as we have -1 have 
no problem with that. But under 
a workers’ democracy, where the 
workers and the unions have a say 
in the allotment of labour. 

There are local practices as well - 
of course, the lads who built this 
industry and have worked here for 
years and years can’t just sit at home 
on the dole. In the construction 
industry you’re looking for a job 
every six months. If you’d been in 
the industry you’d understand the 
frustration some of the lads feel. And 
it doesn’t help if you’re an activist 
and shop steward, but blacked by 
most of the companies. 

I’ve worked abroad myself, by the 
way -1 went to Canada a few years 
ago. The same thing was taking 
place there - the ironworkers’ union 
was up in arms against the bosses’ 
union that signed the agreement on 
the site. So I got on the plane and 
came home - there’s no way I’m 
going to work on a job like that 
under those circumstances. 

Can I ask you about the Yes to 
democracy’ part of the name? 

I don’t know who came up with ‘No 


to the EU, Yes to democracy’. I 
think a far better name would be ‘Yes 
to a Workers ’ Europe, No to a B osses’ 
Europe’. But, as you say, the Socialist 
Party isn’t totally running it - that was 
the slogan the RMT came up with 
and we have to run with it. 

The contentof the Yes to 
democracy’ slogan seems to imply 
goi ng b ack to Br it is h d emoc racy 
before we joined the Common 
Market. 

Yes, it does seem like that. But I was 
in London not long ago and heard 
Bob Crow speak at the Olympic s site. 
He came out with the same slogan as 
me: “Yes to a workers’ Europe, no to a 
bosses’ Europe”. I think that’s what 
the name is trying to get across. 

We cal I for republican democracy 
- the abo litio n of the mo narchy 
and House of Lords ... 

Well, they’re from a feudal society, 
aren’t they? And there are unelected 
people running the government. 
Europe is just as bad. 

Exactly. The expenses scandal 
highlights the lackof 
accou ntabi li ty. How a bout MPs on 
a skilled worker’s wage and the 
Chartist demand for annu al 
parliaments? 

A genuine democracy means 
accountability, but there’s no 
accountability in the Labour Party. 

What about a popular militia 
instead of the standing army and 
the constitutional right to bear 
arms? 


These are questions that need 
answers, but at the moment we’re 
trying to run before we can walk. 

Well, I’m notabout to distribute 
the AK47s, but if you support a 
workers’ Europe then I would 
havet bought you must support 
the right of the workers’ 
ovgan isations to defend 
themselves. 

There are many workers who believe 
they live under a democratic society 
even under capitalism and support it 
You have to take the shades from their 
eyes to show that democracy is only 
there while the bosses are making 
profits. 

I’m totally against the standing 
army, but it’s not exactly something 
we can come out with in an election 
address. People would think I was off 
my rocker if I came out with that. 

But they thi nk you ’re off your 
rocker if you call for socialism. 
Should n’t we put forward what’s 
need ed, not what peo pie want to 
hear? 

That’s right, but people’s eyes have 
to be opened. I quite believe that the 
ruling class in this country would 
not hesitate to use the army against 
us if they thought their system was 
under threat. 

That’s the reason for saying, ‘No 
to the standing army’ - to take away 
that threat against workers. But 
until that happened and workers 
could see what that slogan would 
actually mean ... # 



Lindsey strike leader and Socialist Party member Keith Gibson is number one on the No2EU list in Yorkshire 
and Humberside 



Keith Gibson: no choice but to carry on the fight 


W here as Socialist Party 
comrades like yourself 
successfully challenged 
slogans like 'British jobsfor 
British workers’ at Lindsey, in our 
view you are not challenging the 
backward nationalism contained 
in the No2EU platform drafted by 
theCPB. 

Although there are one or two things 
that are questionable, we would 
support it overall. We really see it as 
the first step towards organising a 
political voice for working people. 
We’re saying no to a bosses’ Europe, 
the Lisbon treaty and the attacks 
on workers’ conditions in whatever 
country you look at. 

But the plat form opposes the free 
move ment of lab our. 

On their terms. 

Well, thewebsitedoesn’t say that. 
It says, 'No to Fortress Europe’, 
but the implication is, let’s have a 
Fortress Britain. 

Certainly not. We don’t want a 
Fortress Britain. To be honest, it’s not 
a rounded out socialist platform, but 
we believe it’s the first step towards 
creating a new workers’ party. It’s the 
first time a trade union has challenged 
the three big parties. 

So you are for the free movement 
of labour and against border 
controls then? 

Well, it’s on a capitalist basis that we 
want to abolish it. 

Another aspectthat ties in with 
the platform’s nationalism is the 
Yes to democracy’ slogan. The 
only content it has on the website 
is British sovereignty in opposition 
to EU bureaucracy. 


I think Bob Crow’s come out quite 
clearly for a workers’ Europe ... 

I know, but I’m referring to what’s 
on the website. 

I’ll have to have a look at this website, 
won’t I?! But I’m trying to encourage 
people to vote for the first time. The 
sort of response we have been getting 
is totally opposed to the capitalist 
parties. I think we can say that they 
are going to get a whipping, although 
that is not to say that No2EU are 
going to set things alight. Certainly in 


the construction industry I’ve had a 
very positive response. 

Workers are disgusted with the 
so-called Labour Party and, more 
importantly, for the first time they 
have the chance to vote for an alliance 
to cut across the BNP. I’ve come 
across workers disgusted with the 
mainstream parties who are now 
looking towards the BNP. Unless we 
put forward a class approach, then 
there is that danger. 

But what would a rad ical 


democracy look like in your view? 

Workers’ democracy: the right of 
recall and so on. Parliamentary 
democracy is a sham - I’m sure we 
can agree on that. I know it’s not 
particularly headlined within No2EU, 
but we’re also campaigning for 
workers’ MEPs on a worker’s wage. 
Well, officially thereain’tgoingto 
be any MEPs beca use you won’t 
take up your seats. 

No, no, no, that’s been discussed 
already. 7/’No2EU gets a good vote 
then we’ll have to sit down and 
discuss how we move forward. 

What about theright to bear a rms 
and a popu lar militia instead of 
the standing army? Otherwise how 
would we defend our workers’ 
democracy? 

At the end of the day, as I said before, 
it’s not a rounded out socialist 
programme, is it? The standing army 
is a capitalist army, which is part of the 
state. We need to try and get workers 
to understand what the army is, what 
parliament is and what the state is all 
about. Obviously we need to discuss 
these issues with workers when we get 
the opportunity. 

So whatdoyou sayabout workers 
defending themselves when you 
do discuss it? 

Certainly workers would defend 
themselves, wouldn’t they? Are you 
talking about a revolutionary period, 
pre-revolutionary period or what? I 
think we should be looking at where 
workers are at the minute, their own 
consciousness. We could have a full 
socialist policy, but we have to look 
at where the class is, what workers 
are saying. A lot of workers are 


nationalist. 

We’ve got to develop a national 
shop stewards’ forum. We’ve got to 
appeal to national and European 
trade unionists, because at the 
minute we’ve got unions that are 
opposing what we’re doing. Some¬ 
how we’ve got to develop the links 
nationally, European-wide and 
worldwide. You and I both know the 
size of the task we have. 

Well, thanks vevy much for 
answering my questions. 

Probably some of my answers are a bit 
rusly, but I haven’t been involved in 
politics for the last 10 years, although 
I’ve been active. But in the last six 
months I’ve been dragged kicking 
and screaming and I’ve got no choice 
but to try and carry on the fight. 

I think we’ve got to discuss, with 
people like yourselves, with the 
Socialist Workers Party, the way 
forward. We come across as being 
in different sections, with different 
opinions, but at the end of the day 
we’ve got to change the system. 

So what’s your answer on the 
standing army then? 

We actually make the call to 
abolish it in the here andnowas 
partof our immediate programme 
fo r repu blican democracy. We’ re 
ca IIing for extreme democracy ■ 
get rid of the monarchy and 
second chamber, annual 
parliaments, re cal lability, 
worker’s wage, etc - and a popular 
militia is pa rt of the package. 
Could you send me some of 
your stuff? 

Yes, or you could check it out on 
our website# 
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SRI LANKA 

Concentration camp 

hell and Tamil rights 



N ow that the government of 
Sri Lanka has defeated the 
Tamil Tigers militarily, its 
supporters are cock-a-hoop. As 
if the death toll were not high 
enough already, chauvinist mobs 
are clamouring for revenge on the 
entire Tamil population. Genocide 
is far from impossible. 

Apart from casualties of the Sri 
Lanka armed forces and the Liberation 
Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE), at least 
7,000 civilians have been killed since 
the beginning of this year, including 
numerous children. Many died as a 
direct result of the army shelling. This 
was no accident. Attacks on civilians 
were intended to demoralise the 
Tigers’ popular base. 

Some sections of the Sri Lankan 
media have been honest enough to 
report what was going on. “One of the 
deadliest [attacks] took place on 
Saturday May 2, when artillery shells 
struck Mullivaaykaal hospital in the 
government-declared no-fire zone, 
killing 68 persons and wounding 87 ... 
The attack took place after the Sri 
Lankan military was provided with the 
exact coordinates of the hospital 
premises three days back ... 

“The massacre is calculated to 
coerce the civilians, said a rescue 
worker, citing leaflets air-dropped the 
previous day with [president] 
Mahinda Rajapakse’s message asking 
civilians to come to the SLA side. A 
female volunteer doc tor was killed on 
the spot. Three medical staff 
sustained injuries, one of them 
paralysed. The main outpatients 
department of the makeshift hospital 
was attacked at 9am, when the hospital 
was very busy with outpatients. There 
were more than 400 wounded patients 
accommodated in and around the 
building. The second attack came as 
the medical staff and volunteers were 
engaged in clearing the attacked area 
of the hospital”. 1 

With the war over at least for the time 
being, government camps currently 
contain an estimated 300,000 Tamil 
internally displaced persons (IDPs). 
They are forbidden from moving 
freely in and out of the camps in 
contradiction to UN stipulations. In 
effect, the Sri Lankan government is 
keeping them in concentration camps, 
failing to provide more than barely 
adequate food and below minimal 
levels of medical care. Needless to 
say, the living conditions in the camps 
are squalid 

Only recently, Dan McDougall 
became the first foreign print journalist 
to visit these camps. A couple of weeks 
previously, in early May, three Channel 
4 journalists had been seized, handed 
over to the Criminal Investigation 
Department for interrogation, and 
deported. Their report exposed the 
abuse of Tamils in internment camps 
in Vavuniya. At the 6,000-strong 
Pulmoddai IDP camp, officials told 
McDougall that these were happy 
campers. However, as he reported, “... 
later a charity worker gave us a very 
different view: The children, their 
mothers, their grandmothers, they 
can’t get out. They are trapped behind 
barbed wire with guns trained on them, 
innocent children. This is a prison 
camp, a Nazi-like detention camp that 
evokes the worst fears of humanity.’” 2 

However, the Sinhalese govern¬ 
ment and military elite sweep such 


reports aside. Government-approved 
media basically accuses NGOs oper¬ 
ating in the camps as conniving with 
the LTTE: “Attempts to smuggle out 
youth from camps housing internally 
displaced people (IDP) prompted the 
government to impose restrictions on 
visits, a senior government official 
said yesterday. Human rights minis¬ 
try secretary Rajiva Wijesinha said 
certain persons with the connivance 
of non-governmental organisation 
workers were involved in this plot.” 

Sri Lanka’s secret police, the State 
Intelligence Service (SIS), is certainly 
sniffing out victims: “A thorough 
screening” of IDPs is underway in the 
camps. The purpose is to “identify 
persons who were either guerrilla 
cadres or had links with the Liberation 
Tigers of Tamil Eelam.” 2 

The liberal US-based Human 
Rights Watch has called on the 
UN to “push for full protection of 
internally displaced persons and their 
fundamental rights to liberty and 
freedom of movement.... The council 
also should press the Sri Lankan 
government to give humanitarian 
organisations, the media and human 
rights organisations full access to 
areas from which they were barred 
during the fighting. And the council 
should seek specific commitments by 
the Sri Lankan government to address 
continuing human rights violations, 
particularly those faced by the 
country’s Tamil minority.” 

Sinhalese triumphalism, let alone 
revenge, by definition promises to 
further alienate the Tamils, who 
make up about 19% of the island’s 
population, and this can only store up 
more problems for the future. Either 
the left gets its act together and the 
working class takes the lead, or under 


the banner of Sinhalese chauvinism 
the country will descend further and 
further into the depths of barbarism. 

Poles reversed 

Once the privileged agents of British 
colonialism, the Tamil elite found 
itself the butt of popular resentment 
after independence in 1948. This 
was cynically exploited by populist 
politicians. Indeed the poles of 
oppression were gradually reversed. 
Indian-bom Tamils were denied 
citizenship. Prime minister SWRD 
Bandaranaike pushed through the 
Sinhala Only Act in 1956, whereby the 
language of the Sinhalese majority 
became the only officially recognised 
one. 

Throughout the 195 0-70s there 
were anti-Tamil pogroms. Thousands 
died. In the name of equality Tamils 
were denied university places and the 
government oversaw land 
redistribution to Sinhalese in the east 
of the country. In point of fact there 
were mounting demands by 
chauvinists to send the Tamils ‘back’ 
to India. Many did leave voluntarily, 
and not only to India. To date some 
800,000 Tamils have emigrated. 

As a result of mounting Sinhalese 
oppression there were also increasing 
demands for a separate Tamil state. 
The LTTE was founded in May 1976 
committed to a programme of creating 
a Tamil Eelam (the ancient Tamil name 
for the whole island). In the following 
years the Tigers carved out a state 
within a state through a protracted 
guerrilla struggle. 

But the liberation brought by the 
LTTE was always that of an armed 
camp. Critics of the LTTE were often 
answered by means of a bullet. This 
inevitably had its concomitant in the 


LTTE itself: political disagreements 
were seen as acts of mutiny. There was 
an east-north LTTE split in 2004. 
Nevertheless, faced with a Sinhalese 
government bent on a military 
solution, the Tamil masses, especially 
in the north, had little choice about 
who to support. 

The left 

What is singularly dreadful in Sri 
Lanka is the state of the left. In 2004, 
just before the general election, the 
Communist Party of Sri Lanka and the 
Lanka Sama Samaja Party signed a 
memorandum with the ruling United 
People’s Freedom Alliance, becoming 
part of its election platform. 

‘Official communist’ parties such as 
that in Sri Lanka excuse their support 
for bourgeois government coalitions 
in ‘third world’ countries by claiming 
that they are in some way anti¬ 
imperialist. CPSL’s sole MP, and 
general secretary, DEW Gunaserkara, 
got his reward. He serves as minister 
of constitutional affairs. But in so 
doing the CPSL sacrifices working 
class political independence and has 
excused attacks on the Tamil national 
minorities. The unity and stability of 
the nation comes first. 

The LSSP is no different. It is Sri 
Lanka’s oldest political party, 
though only emerged as a major 
political force in the 1940s. Originally 
founded by a small group of 
Trotskyists in 1935, in 1940 the LSSP 
split and its expelled pro-Moscow 
faction formed the United Socialist 
Party (USP), the forerunner of the 
Communist Party of Ceylon (CPC) 
and today’s CPSL. Despite its early 
Trotskyist credentials, once the 
LSSP joined a bourgeois coalition 
government in 1964, the Fourth 


International expelled it from its ranks. 

Several Trotskyist sects descended 
from the LSSP operate, but without 
any parliamentary success: 

• The Lanka Sama Samaja Party 
(Revolutionary) was formed in 1964 
when the LSSP was expelled from 
the Fourth International. The United 
Secretariat (USec) recognised LSSP (R) 
as the Sri Lanka section of the Fourth 
International. It then had two MPs. 4 
Soon after, the LS SP (R) disintegrated 
into several separate groups at the 
conclusion of faction fights. 

• The Nava Sama Samaja Pakshaya 
(NSSP or New Social Equality Party) 
was formed out of the expelled Varna 
Samsamja tendency of the LSSP. 

• When the NSSP parted company 
with the Committee for a Workers’ 
International, a rump of CWI-loyalists 
formed the United Socialist Party 
(USP), a CWI affiliate. 

• The Socialist Party of Sri Lanka, 
affiliated to the League for the Fifth 
International, emerged out of a 2006 
split from the USP. 

• The Socialist Equality Party, which 
was Healyite until the split in the 
International Committee of the F ourth 
International, was founded in 1968 as 
the Revolutionary Communist League. 
It originally comprised former student 
members of the LSSP (R). It opposes 
the right to self-determination for the 
Tamils, substituting instead calls for 
a united struggle of Sinhalese and 
Tamil workers. 

• The Revolutionary Workers Party, 
initially known as the Revolutionary 
Sama samaja Party, was formed in 
1968 as another split from the LSSP 
(R). It was briefly associated in the 
late 1970s with the International 
Spartacist Tendency, now called 
the International Communist League 
(Fourth Internationalist). A subsequent 
split saw a minority faction of the RWP 
form the Spartacist Group India/Lanka. 

USP secretary Siritunga Jayasuriya 
came third in the Sri Lanka presidential 
election in 2005, receiving 35,405 
votes (0.36% of the votes cast), 
which put the group on the map. But, 
while the USP stands for the Tamil 
people running the majority Tamil 
areas, and asserts its support for self- 
determination, at best it is unclear 
that whether this would include the 
right to secede. 

On the other hand, the NSSP has 
given longstanding support to full 
Tamil self-determination. Recently the 
NSSP general secretary reiterated this 
stand: “The right of self-determination 
of Tamil-speaking people is a foremost 
issue in modem Lankan society ... The 
only unity possible is the voluntary 
union of the two nationalities.” 5 

Nonetheless, the NSSP seems 
incoherent about achieving this aim, 
despite having campaigned on it for 
decades. It fails to suggest specifically 
that the working class of Sri Lanka 
needs to be in the forefront of 
the democratic stmggle • 

Jim Moody 

Notes 

1. Tamil Guardian May 13. 

2. News of the World May 24. 

3. Sri Lanka Sunday Times May 24. 

4. OneLSSP (R) MP was Edmund Samarakkody; 
see his The struggle for Trotskyism in Ceylon , 
available at www.bolshevik.org/history/smk/ 
SMK01 htm 

5. V Karunarathne, ‘ Right of self-determination of 
Ihnkai Tamils’ (NSSP/Left Front website: 
www. ns sp. inf o/In Dep th/ S elfDeter min ation h tml). 
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N02EU 


Our flag Is not red, 
white and blue 

Jack Conrad surveys the confusion over No2EU and flipping from auto-Labourism to auto-anti-Labourism 



M ixed messages have come 
from the organised left over 
whether or not to support 
Bob Crow’s left nationalist No2EU 
coalition of “trade unionists, political 
parties and campaigning groups” in 
the June 4 European elections. If not 
that, what exactly should the left 
advise voters to do? 

Naturally Bill Benfield’s Morning 
Star is more than enthusiastic about 
No2EU. Thepaper’s editorial jubilantly 
promotes No2EU as a “principled 
leftwing alternative” which has the 
British National Party “on the run”. 1 As 
would be expected, no trace, no hint of 
honesty here. 

Nonetheless, No2EU is a triumph 
for Robert Griffiths, general secretary 
of the Morning Star's Communist 
Party of Britain. He not only tops the 
list in Wales. His wing of the deeply 
divided CPB promotes the idea of a 
“party of labour” in place of the 
Labour Party. No2EU is seen as the 
first so lid move in that direction. A dry 
run, if you like. The other wing of the 
CPB doggedly hangs on to the 
reformist illusion that the Labour 
Party can be transformed into the main 
vehicle for socialism in Britain. Despite 
that, its factional leaders are also 
standing for No2EU. John Foster, the 
CPB’s international secretary, heads 
the No2EU list in Scotland 

Peter Taaffe, general secretary of the 
Socialist Party in England and Wales, 
is likewise frilly on board. SPEW’s 
leadership considers No2EU “a big 
step forward”. 2 Tme, there are a few 
private ifs and buts from SPEW in 
order to cover itself from left critics. 
Audible grumblings in SPEW can be 
heard by those who know where to 
listen Comrade Taa tie’s organisation 
has, nevertheless, undergone a 
broadly similar j oumey to the Griffiths 
wing of the CPB - in its own particular 
way, of course: from deep entry in the 
Labour Party when it was Militant to 
a position today where the Labour 
Party is contemptuously dismissed as 
just another bourgeois party. 

The International Socialist Group, 
British section of the so-called Fourth 
International, is embedded in George 
Galloway’s Respect. And yet, though 
Respect has kept its distance, the ISG 
is backingNo2EU. Indeed the ISG has 
Dave Hill - an opponent of open 
borders - topping No2EU’s list for 
South East England 

Similarly the ISG has flipped from 
auto-Labourism to auto-anti-Labour¬ 
ism. Though for some in its ranks this 
has involved undergoing a rather 
longer journey politically. Not only do 
we have resigned acceptance of 
immigration controls by comrade Hill. 
Other ISG comrades seem to have 
abandoned the class perspective 
altogether. There is endorsement of the 
Greens - as against No2EU and Labour 
- on June 4 in North West England. 

What of the Socialist Workers 
Party? Having scuttled the Socialist 
Alliance, split Respect and sired 
the stillborn Left Alternative, the 
post-John Rees leadership argues, 
amazingly, that a leftwing electoral 
challenge is unfeasible under present 
circumstances. Nevertheless, the 


SWP must come out with some kind 
of a line for June 4. Otherwise it would 
make amockery of itself. An organised 
expression of ‘damn them all’ 
abstentionism. A sure sign of political 
bankruptcy. 

Socialist Worker's editor, Chris 
Bambery, therefore admits his 
predicament. There “is not one clear 
and united choice that we can point 
to as an alternative to the free market 
agenda”. No New Anti-Capitalist 
Party, as in France, no Die Linke, as in 
Germany. So comrade Bambery 
vaguely tells readers to “vote for 
candidates of the left”. What exactly 
does he mean? No2EU? Arthur 
Scargill’s Socialist Labour Party? 
Scottish Socialist Party? All are 
standing on June 4. The SWP is 
quite clearly fudging. That notwith¬ 
standing: no vote for Gordon Brown’s 
party of “unemployment, cuts and 
pay freezes”. 3 

The social-imperialist Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty, headed by the 
irascible Sean Matgamna, has the 
virtue of being clearer. But not much. 
It gives no support for No2EU. 
Damned as backward-looking, little 
England and under the leadership of 
Stalinites. The AWL has, though, 
given up on the Labour Party. It is 
“dead.” 4 That is the official line. 
Paralleling the CPB and SPEW, the 
AWL has committed itself to a Labour 
Party mark two. 

Our main opponents on the left 
might send mixed messages when it 
comes to No2EU. When it comes to 
Labour, however, they speak as one. 
No vote for Labour on June 4. 

The CPGB’s position is by contrast 
consistent when it comes to strategy 
and tactically hard-edged. No2EU 
must meet all our conditions - No to 
Fortress Britain; yes to the abolition 
of the monarchy and the second 
chamber; yes to annual parliaments 
with recallable MPs on a worker’s 


wage; yes to an end to the secret 
state; yes to a popular militia and the 
constitutional right to bear arms. We 
want to drag No2EU to the left. 
Kicking and screaming if necessary. 
Failing that, we say workers would be 
well advised to vote Labour. Let us be 
quite clear: that means the biggest 
vote possible for Blairite andBrownite 
clones on June 4. 

There are disagreements within the 
CPGB’s membership. No secret My 
last article explored the basic lines of 
argument. The most common being 
objections to voting Labour. 

Here the key difference in terms of 
our political culture compared with 
the rest of the left is that the Weekly 
Worker will publish the various 
viewpoints. Obviously Socialist 
Worker , The Socialist , etc, will do 
not such thing with their minorities. 
They are advertising sheets. Not 
serious working class papers. Which, 
of course, is why they are so boring 
and so little read, even by those who 
sell them. 

Origins and politics 

What i s No2EU and what are its origins 
and politics? Infuriated by New 
Labour, fearful of the growing success 
of the United Kingdom Independence 
Party and the British National 
Party, driven on by the inability 
of the Labour left to mount an 
effective challenge to Gordon 
Brown’s leadership, acutely aware of 
the failure of Arthur Scargill’s SLP, the 
Socialist Alliance, the SSP and 
Respect, and pained by the absence 
of a viable leftwing alternative to the 
mainstream parties, comrade Crow 
began to take active soundings about 
launching a “party of labour” in 2008. 

He is, it ought to be pointed out, 
general secretary of the RMT trade 
union and a former member of both 
the CPB and SLP. His politics can 
fairly be described as StaUnite. 


Discussions began in earnest with 
a tight circle of invitees. The CPB’s 
Robert Griffiths was included in the 
loop. Ditto Brian Denny, managing 
editor of RMT’s journal, RMT News. 

In point of fact, Denny is quite 
clearly a key player in No2EU. A 
former Morning Star journalist, he is 
No2EU’s nominating officer. But what 
above all defines him as a political 
personality is his fanatical red, white 
and blue opposition to the European 
Union. He has a long, devoted and 
undeviating record of speaking for 
and promoting Trade Unionists 
Against the European Constitution 
and the Campaign Against Euro 
Federalism. CARF is affiliated to 
some very dubious outfits, including 
the “cross-party” Campaign for 
an Independent Britain and the 
European Alliance of EU-critical 
Movements. Anyway, if No2EU has 
a moving spirit intellectually, it is 
comrade Denny. 

Burnt by the past and fearful of 
yet another failure, comrade Crow 
decided not to go for a party ... at 
the moment. However, the June 4 
European elections could be used 
as an antechamber. A wide variety 
of compliant groups, campaigns 
and personalities could be brought 
together. No toying with democracy 
would be permitted this time, though 
- even with his personal 3,000 block 
vote that is the mistake Arthur Scargill 
made with his SLP, according to 
comrade Crow. He would be the 
undisputed dictator. 

Comrade Denny was given the go- 
ahead to draw up his Euro phobic 
platform and this was more or less 
presented as a done deal. SPEW plead¬ 
ed for some conscience clauses: 
internationalism, working people, 
etc. Because of SPEW’s membership, 
trade union executive posts and the 
trust that it has built up with comrade 
Crow, there was some minor tinkering. 
No such understanding for Tommy 
Sheridan, joint convenor of Solidarity, 
and his dilemma. He faced embarrass¬ 
ment over defence of British industry. 
Where was the kingdom of Scotland? 
But like other, lesser players, comrade 
Sheridan had to leave his “ideological 
baggage” outside No2EU’s door. 

And, putting hope above experi¬ 
ence, the lost and lonely trickled in: 
John Hendy QC, Dyal Singh Bagri, 
president of the Indian Workers 
Association, Alliance for Green 
Socialism, Pete McLaren’s Socialist 
Alliance, former Labour MP Alice 
Mahon and Respect’s former national 
secretary, Nick Wrack. 

Most of the left, however, were 
never tempted. Others decided not to 
throw in their lot with comrade Crow 
because of his haughty refusal to 
seriously negotiate: Mark Serwotka, 
general secretary of PCS, Alan 
McCombes and the SSP, George 
Galloway and Respect, Arthur Scargill 
and his SLP, etc. And, apart from RMT, 
no other national trade unions. No 
Labour Party wards or constituency 
organisations. Of course, then there 
were those who were banned and 
proscribed by comrade Crow’s dictat: 
AWL, SWP and the CPGB. 


Hence comrade Crow has not 
managed to net much. Either in terms 
of numbers or political weight. 
Nevertheless, he is monarch of all he 
surveys. And with comrade Denny as 
his dutiful right-hand man and the 
CPB providing a sense of history, he 
has a full list of candidates in every 
region, the Morning Star echoing his 
every word and SPEW doing his 
donkey work on the ground. 

Comrade Taaffe’s organisation 
is far more effective at a street 
level than the decrepit ‘official 
communists’. That means No2EU will 
be identified with SPEW and The 
Socialist in many people’s minds (a 
cause of bitter internal complaint on 
CPB discussion lists). 

Back to the future 

If thepolitics ofNo2EU were remotely 
principled, numbers and political 
weight would count as secondary 
considerations. But by no stretch of 
the imagination can the No2EU 
platform be described as democratic 
or socialistic. In fact the whole 
famished construct is built around 
mono-obsessive Europhobia. 

As every reader of this paper 
knows, No2EU has a fuller title. Its 
registered name is ‘No2EU - Yes to 
Democracy’. Despite that No2EU 
publicity material is paradoxically 
notable more because of the complete 
absence of democratic demands. 
Apart from railing against the Brussels 
bureaucracy and exaggerating the 
threat posed by the Lisbon treaty to 
trade union rights, there is certainly a 
void when it comes to British politics. 

No2EU’s central plank is withdrawal 
from the EU. The name says it all. In 
comrade Denny’s fevered mind 
Britain is in thrall to unelected 
Brussels commissioners and our 
political and business elite have 
criminally bartered away the nation’s 
sacred rights to self-determination. 
Sovereignty must be restored if there 
is to be any hope of social progress. 
Hence ‘Yes to democracy’ implies 
nothing more than a return to the 
constitutional situation prior to 
January 1 1973 and a restoration of 
Britain’s so-called independence. 
Confirmed when No2EU says: 
“Repatriate democratic powers to 
EU member-states”. 

That means the constitutional 
monarchy, the second chamber, the 
presidential prime minister, the high 
court, judicial review, the established 
church, the secret state and the British 
armed forces are to be liberated from 
the clutches of the EU’s council of 
ministers and commissioners and 
retumedto their formerglory.No2EU’s 
holy grail. 

Hence the main message coming 
fromNo2EU is barely distinguishable 
fromUkip and the BNP when it comes 
to the EU and democracy. Sad to say, 
there is a similar correspondence when 
it comes to immigration controls. 
Though camouflaged with a veneer of 
internationalism and workerism, 
No2EU implicitly advocates British 
immigration controls. 

No2EU rails against ‘Fortress 
Europe’, hypocritically condemning 
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EU immigration laws as thoroughly 
racist. Nevertheless, comrade Denny 
passionately believes in a ‘Fortress 
Britain’. He dreams of ending the 
unrestricted movement of people 
within the EU. He wants to save the 
British people from being flooded by 
unwanted migrants from eastern 
Europe. With No2EU gallantly 
showing the way, the state can at 
long last regain its ability to strictly 
regulate the flow of economic 
migrants coming into the country in 
the interests of the “manufacturing, 
agriculture and fishing industries 
in Britain”. 5 

His immigration controls will be 
‘non-racist’, of course. The Morning 
Star's CPB, let us note, is 
programmatically committed to 
abolishing “Immigration, asylum and 


nationality laws which institutionalise 
racism” and replacing them with laws 
that supposedly guarantee “equal 
opportunities to black people and 
other ethnic minorities”. 6 

Such advocates of ‘non-racist’ 
immigration controls claim to be 
simultaneously committed inter¬ 
nationalists and patriotic defenders of 
Britain from the threat of “unlimited” 
EU migration. As we have saidbefore, 
nationalist internationalism, just like 
national socialism, is an oxymoron. 
Immigration controls are immigration 
controls. 

Whether comrade Denny and 
No2EU like it or not, that means border 
police, humiliating interrogations, 
virginity tests, people smugglers, the 
criminalisation of illegal labour, 
detention centres, early morning 


raids, deportations and other such 
abominations. Not that comrade 
Denny and No2EU have the political 
courage to admit it. 

Those who have joined No2EU, 
those who have taken up places on 
its regional lists, those who have 
pledged their support and have not 
openly rebelled against this little- 
Britain parochialism and xenophobia 
deserve undying contempt, not a 
vote on June 4. Hence our demand 
for No2EU candidates to publicly 
oppose a Fortress Britain and 
advocate open borders and the free 
movement of people. 

When it comes to Europe, 
immigration and protectionism, 
No2EU makes Gordon Brown and the 
Labour government look progressive. 
True, on other issues, such as trade 


union rights, support for strikes and 
opposition to privatisation, No2EU 
stands on traditional left reformist 
politics. Nonetheless, a strong 
gravitational pull to the right is being 
exerted on all component parts of 
No2EU. The rightist trajectory is 
unmistakable. No2EU is a testing 
ground for a “new party of labour”. 
And, typical of all such projects, it is 
envisage d as a Labour Party mark two. 
Organisationally it will resemble old 
Labour and politically it will resemble 
old Labour too. 

Towards that end, dazzled by the 
prospect of RMT sponsorship, 
loyally respecting the bans and 
proscriptions put in place by comrade 
Crow,the CPB, SPEW, AGS, Solidarity 
etc, have shifted the face they present 
to the public far, far to the right. There 


is nothing remotely socialist about 
No2EU. Yes, it is pro-worker. Butpro- 
worker only in terms of bettering the 
position of wage-slaves. Hence in the 
midst of the biggest economic crisis 
capitalism has experienced since the 
193 0s No2EU is using the June 4 
election to make propaganda not for 
socialism, not even the CPB’s 
bureaucratic and national version. 
The EU is presented as the main 
enemy. Capitalism goes more or less 
unmentioned# 

Notes 

\. Morning Star May 12. 

2. Socialism Today May 2009. 

3. Socialist Worker May 2. 

4 Solidarity April 10 2008 

5. wwwno2eu.com/aboutus.html. 

6. www.communist-pa rty. org.uk/ndex.php ?option 
=com conic nt&view=article&id=253 &Itemid= 16. 


Strategy and tactics 


Jack Conrad shows that tactics must constantly vary if strategy is to advance 


I n their approach to No2EU and the 
Labour Party the Morning Star's 
CPB, SPEW and the ISG manage 
to combine the opposite categories of 
opportunism and sectarianism into a 
single political position. All kowtow 
before Bob Crow. All compromise 
internationalism, republican demo¬ 
cracy and socialism. All yearn for a 
Lab our Party mark two. A11 di sm is s the 
Labour Party mark one. The CPGB’s 
Mike Macnair has neatly summed up 
this deviation from Marxism by 
coining the phrase ‘third period 
Bemsteinism’. 

Let me show how communists 
should approach organisations such 
as No2EU, by discussing strategy 
and tactics. 

What is meant by strategy and 
what is meant by tactics? A variety of 
sources can be quoted. 

According to the Concise Oxford 
dictionary , strategy is the “art of 
so moving or disposing troops or 
ships or aircraft ... designed to 
impose upon the enemy the place 
and time and condition for fighting 
preferred by oneself”. 

For Carl von Clausewitz: “Strategy 
forms the plan of the war; and to this 
end it links together the series of acts 
which are to lead to the final decision: 
that is to say, it makes the plans for 
the separate campaigns and regulates 
the combats to be fought as such.” 1 

Leon Trotsky says by “strategy, 
we understand the art of conquest: 
ie, the seizure of power”. 2 The “most 
important function of political 
strategy”, explains Joseph Stalin, “is 
to determine the main direction which 
ought to be taken by the working class 
movement, and along which the 
proletariat can most advantageously 
deliver the main blow at the enemy in 
order to achieve the aims formulated 
in the programme”. 3 

Nor would it be out of place to 
quote another generalissimo - Mao 
Zedong: “The task of the science of 
strategy is to study those laws for 
directing a war that govern a war 
situation as a whole.” 4 

Applying all this to our own 
circumstances, we can say that 
political strategy refers to fulfilling the 
working class programme of human 
self-liberation and, we should add, 
what social strata or forces can or 
must, at various stages, be won as 
auxiliaries or reserves to help realise 
that end. Strategy is the battle plan of 
the working class, a plan which 
combines together all resources and 
all forces and gives them direction in 
e ach engagement, in each battle, as we 
pursue our goals. 

Tactics, on the other hand, involve 


the many and varied forms of struggle 
employed: ie, conditional support and 
critical support. Tactics serve strategy. 
Tactics are therefore the weapons 
used by the working class. Only 
by combining correct strategy and 
correct tactics can communists win 
the unity of the left, earn the trust 
of the masses and bring about our 
historic aims. 

Strategy also locates the main 
enemy that needs to be attacked and 
overpowered by the working class 
and what secondary opponents must 
be defeated, neutralised or taken 
advantage of at various stages. 
Correspondingly the working class 
leadership strives to unite its 
forces and win over allies. In this way 
our resources can be moved and 
concentrated in space and time. 

Eg, the Russian Revolution went 
through a number of distinct stages 
or phases, eachofwhich required from 
the Bolsheviks a definite strategy and 
strategic orientation. 

Tactics are subordinate to strategy. 
Because circumstances and 
opportunities are constantly shifting, 
opening and closing due to the 
alignment of forces, etc, tactics must 
change constantly. Laughably 
the CPGB has been accused of not 
applying consistent tactics when it 
comes to elections. Eg, we put 
internationalist and democratic 
conditions on supporting No2EU, but 
we unconditionally supported the 
Socialist Alliance in 2001. 

But what is advantageous one 
day can become disadvantageous 
the next. New tactics and slogans 
therefore replace old tactics and 
slogans. Whereas strategy is 
determined by striking at and 
overthrowing the main enemy, tactics 
are designed to achieve more limited 
objectives. Strategy is akin to fighting 
a war; tactics are about winning a 
particular battle, a skirmish or merely 
how particular weapons are used. 

Depending on the moment, tactics 
can encompass the most diverse 
forms and combinations. So when the 
political struggle reaches fever pitch 
new forms of struggle are demanded 
and are produced. The Russian 
Revolution surely provides the best 
example of tactical growth - eg, 
underground papers, discussion 
circles, economic strikes, boycott of 
elections, participation in elections, 
parliamentary faction, political strikes, 
soviets of workers, peasants and 
soldiers, red guards, insurrection. 

Strategy implies a leadership which 
can take advantage of contradictions 
in the enemy camp. To ignore or play 
down such questions is profoundly 


mistaken. The working class should 
aim to take the maximum advantage of 
conflicts within the capitalist class 
and the political establishment. 

Hence in distinguishing the Labour 
Party from the Conservative Party and 
the Liberal Democrats our Draft 
programme points to the necessity of 
splitting the Labour Party’s base - 
which is working class - from its 
leadership, which is bourgeois and 
thoroughly reactionary. To lump 
together the Labour Party, the Tories 
and the LibDems as indistinguishable 
is to commit a strategic blunder of the 
first order. 

Tactics must conform with and 
advance strategic ends. Tactical 
leadership therefore consists of 
having a working knowledge of all 
tactical forms and ensuring that they 
are used properly and at the 
appropriate moment so as to maximise 
the results for the cause of the 
working class. We must through 
propaganda and well aimed tactics 
convince the advanced section of the 
working class that the leadership 
of the Labour Party is an agent 
of capital and that what is needed is 
a Communist Party, not countless 
bureaucratic socialist sects or 
hopeless halfway house parties. 

To move forward strategically 
communists must at every turn of 
events locate what Lenin called the 
“particular link” in the chain. If that link 
is grasped “with all one’s might” the 
conditions are prepared for advancing 
to the next link and solving a host 
of other associated problems and 
moving toward eventual strategic 
success. 5 

In our conditions the “particular 
link” canbe summed up in one phrase: 
ending the division of the left into 
countless amateurish and narrow¬ 
minded sects through unity around a 
revolutionary programme. In other 
words a Communist Party that can 
sink deep roots in the working class. 
Without building such a party, 
popular outrage against parliamentary 
corruption, disenchantment with 
turbo-capitalism, widespread fear of 
unemployment, pay cuts and public 
spending austerity, will inevitably run 
into various dead ends: the result can 
only be dissipation, demoralisation 
and demobilisation. 

Tactically, unlike Labourites 
and anarchists, we positively rule 
nothing in and nothing out. In 
principle all forms of struggle should 
be considered. Marxists certainly 
know full well the value of conditional 
demands, swift manoeuvres, 
exploiting conflicts between our 
opponents and temporarily support 


for what in his ‘Leftwing’ communism, 
an infantile disorder Lenin called 
“temporary, vacillating, unstable, 
unreliable and conditional” allies. 6 Our 
call for a Labour vote on June 4, 
because the Labour Party remains a 
bourgeois workers’ party - that is if 
No2EU’s lead candidates fail to 
support the CPGB’s internationalist 
and democratic conditions - 
obviously come to mind 

Unilaterally renouncing “temp¬ 
orary” and “conditional” manoeuvres, 
deals, allies and options is like an 
army refusing to train in the use of 
all the weapons and means of 
warfare. Obviously any such army is 
behaving in a manner that invites 
defeat. If, on the contrary, communists 
set themselves the goal of mastering 
all methods of struggle, which is only 
possible in practice through the 
expanding self-movement of the 
working class itself, we become areal 
threat to our enemy and victory 
thereby comes within our reach. 

A barrier to this is, of course, 
presented by those from within our 
ranks, both the inexperienced and the 
hardened dogmatists alike, who shun 
or dismiss “temporary, vacillating, 
unstable, unreliable and conditional” 
alliances as wrong in principle. 

Communist politics requires an 
ability to locate those compromises 
and calls for support that are 
appropriate and necessary and those 
which are inappropriate and express 
opportunism. Put another way, there 
are compromises and compromises, 
and calls for support and calls for 
support. Each must be judged 
concretely, taking into account the 
circumstances that pertain. 

As a parable Lenin gave the 
example of someone who hands over 
money and a firearm to bandits under 
duress, with a view to ensuring their 
later capture and execution, and a man 
who hands weapons and money to 
bandits so as to “share in their loot”. 7 
The Bolsheviks had done the former 
with imperial Germany. The 1918 Brest- 
Litovsk treaty concluded an unequal 
peace - Germany was handed 60 
million people, 32% of Russia’s arable 
land, 75% of its coal and oil 
production, 33% of its factories and 
26% of its rail network. A necessary 
retreat. The Bolsheviks had a gun to 
their head Tomorrow, however, they 
hoped for a German revolution. On the 
other hand the social democratic 
majority in Germany had done 
the latter. They had willingly voted 
for the kaiser’s war budget and 
supported the national war effort. 
They hoped to benefit from the 
slaughter. 


Closing one’s eyes to the necessity 
of manoeuvres, rejecting electoral 
support for sworn opponents, 
attempts to fence oneself off 
from contamination by voting for 
a bourgeois workers’ party are 
profoundly mistaken. Communists 
have no interest in forming a league 
of the pure - we must be able to 
engage in all fields of struggle. 

In this combative spirit Lenin 
wanted the newly formed CPGB to 
stand in selected parliamentary 
elections. He also urged our party to 
support Labour into government and 
apply for affiliation. The underlying 
idea was quite simple. Communists in 
Britain were small in number and 
found great difficulty in gaining a 
hearing from the mass of the working 
class. The Communist International, 
Comintern, later gave such tactics the 
general name of the workers’ united 
front. The tactic - in its various 
manifestations and applications - 
was designed to unite the organised 
working class in an alliance around 
various specific issues. At every 
stage communists retain the right to 
criticise and are obliged to exercise 
that right. Through practical 
experience and the educative effect 
of our propaganda communists 
emerge, faster or slower, as the 
undisputed leadership. 

As an aside, we should emphasise 
that the CPGB has consistently 
opposed auto-Labourism. Likewise, 
we argue against auto-anti-Labourism. 
A correct attitude towards the Labour 
Party is vital. The Labour Party still 
has the majority of trade unions 
affiliated to it and commands 
the loyalty of the mass of those 
who consider themselves working 
class partisans. The Labour Party 
is therefore a key strategic question 
in Britain. Labourism cannot be 
wished away; it has to be positively 
superseded. 

Of course, our goal is not 
the revival of the Labour left. 
Circumstances cry out for an all- 
Britain revolutionary party which 
organises within its ranis five, six or 
seven million members. But to write 
off the Labour Party as a field of 
struggle today is paradoxically to 
give up on that mass Communist 
Party. Ends require their means • 

Notes 

1. C Clausewitz On war 
Harmondsworth 1976, p241. 

2. L Trotsky The challenge of the left opposition 
1923-25 New York 1980, p204. 

3. JV Stalin Works V ol 5, Moscow 1953,p 166. 

4. Mao Zedong SW Voll, Baking 1967, p 183. 

5. VI Lenin CW Vol27, Moscow 1977, p274. 

6. VI Lenin CW V ol31, Moscow 1977, p71. 

7. Ibid p38. 
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Wall of Hamas HQ: the portrats are Khalil Al Wazir (Fatah), Yassir Arafat and Salah Khalaf (co-founder of PLO) 


Self-determination is 
not an abstract principle 

Tony Greenstein responds to Jack Conrad and calls for a public debate 


I am slightly bemused as to why, six 
months after my article, ‘B eyond 
Zionism or continuing Zionism’ 
(Weekly Worker December 11 2008), 
itself a reply to his own two previous 
articles, Jack Conrad should take up 
the cudgels again. 

I was apparently guilty of putting 
“transparently false arguments” into 
his mouth, twisting intending mean¬ 
ings, dishonest quote-chopping, 
“refusing to deal with [his] substan¬ 
tive arguments” and “playing silly 
nit-picking games” (‘The debate on 
Israel-Pale stine assessed’, May 14). 
It would appear that I didn’t miss 
a trick in the Stalinist archive! 

Unfortunately comrade Conrad is 
guilty of some of the very failings he 
attributes to me. 

Jack Conrad wrote two long 
articles in what was clearly a debate 
aimed at changing existing CPGB 
policy. I therefore contributed 
towards that debate, since we all 
have the social-imperialist politics 
of the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty as 
a warning before us. A ‘Marxist’ group 
which supported the occupation 
of Iraq, supports Zionism and its 
bastard offspring, Israel, even to the 
point of a nuclear attack on Iran, and 
whose attitude to national liberation 
struggles is judged from an 
imperialist perspective, the AWL 
uses the racist demonisation of 
Islam as if the phenomenon of the 
oppressed turning to religion is a 
unique occurrence. 


If I did not make it clear - and that is 
sometimes the price of sharp polemics 
- let me do so now: I do not consider 
the CPGB and AWL to be politically 
similar. However, I also do not want 
the CPGB to go the way of AWL. It 
is not unknown for revolutionary 
groups, under the pressures that we 
all experience living in the heart of the 
beast, to move to the right and adapt 
to existing circumstances. 

The call for “two democratic, 
secular states” in Palestine is a 
dangerous nonsense which concedes 
that Jews and non-Jews cannot live 
together in one state. It rejects class 
politics and accepts the framework 
of debate that Zionism has set, that 
there has to be a Jewish majority 
state. There is no comparison 
between Norway and Sweden, 
Slovaks and Czechs. 

The right of nations to separate, 
though regrettable, is preferable to 
national oppression. However, it is 
not the national oppression of the 
Palestinians which is at the heart ofthe 
conflict in Israel/Palestine today. It is 
the settler-colonial domination of the 
Arabs of Palestine. When Zionist 
colonisation began in the early 1880s, 
there was no Palestinian nation. That 
came as a result of what happened. 

I make no apologies for seeing the 
warning lights in sentences such as 
“the call for the destruction of Israel 
by the left in Britain - as noted above, 
long since abandoned by Fatah and 
the PLO - blurs over into the kind of 


anti-semitism preached in the 19th 
century by Mikhail Bakunin. Eg, under 
Gerry Healy (1913-89) ...” This is a 
confusion of two things. 

There is incidentally a world of 
difference between seeking the 
“destruction of Israel” and destroying 
the Israeli state. The former implies all 
those living in Israel. The latter refers 
to a state - a body of armed men in 
Marx’s analysis. 

There is nothing anti-semitic or 
racist in calling for the destruction of 
the Zionist or indeed apartheid states. 
That has nothing to do with the 
Workers Revolutionary Party’s anti¬ 
semitism. The WRP for a long time 
operated as an arm of the Arab 
bourgeoisie. It was not a part of the 
labour movement. Any group which 
could spy on communists on behalf 
of the Ba’athist regime in Iraq is a 
deformed and hideous creature. 

Yet this was exactly the type of 
formulation that the AWL started with. 
Through a process of debate it too 
ended up at a Zionist position of two- 
statism. A position that cannot help 
but be a neo-colonial solution. 

Jack Conrad objects to my pointing 
out errors in his article. I did not do 
this as some kind of point-scoring 
exercise, but because of a practice in 
socialist organisations of having 
‘gums’ who develop the theory of 
the organisation and apply it to 
areas where they have little or 
no knowledge. Jack has not been 
involved in Palestine solidarity or anti- 


Zionist work in Britain. If he had, then 
he would understand that no-one 
argues in favour of an attempt to 
“drive the Jews into the sea”. This is 
Zionist mythology. I have simply 
never heard it. 

No doubt some feudal Arab 
reactionary can be found who did 
indeed say this, but it has never been 
part of any Palestinian group’s 
programme. Just as white racists in 
southern Africa believed that black 
Africans would murder them and then- 
children in their sleep, so Zionists 
believe the Arabs will drive them into 
the sea. The fantasies of the coloniser 
are superimposed upon those they 
oppress. In fact the only incident of 
anyone being driven into the sea was 
the Arabs of Haifa in 1948, who 
literally fled in boats to escape the 
Zionist military gangs, and many 
drowned as a result. 

I would be far more impressed if 
there had been any mention of the 
favourite slogan of the Israeli right 
and far right, as exemplified by Yisrael 
Beteinu, the party of foreign minister 
Avigdor Lieberman: ‘Death to the 
Arabs’. This is the slogan which does 
resonate throughout Israel, yet Jack 
Conrad seems oblivious to it. 

What Jack calls the “strongest” 
part of my argument - namely what 
happens when the oil mns out - was 
anything but. There are indeed many 
scenarios in which the Arab masses 
may rise up against their rulers and 
this is just one of them. In fact the 


decline of oil may lead to its 
substitution by other forms of energy 
rendering oil less valuable. On the 
other hand, it may well be that a 
successful rising in one part of the 
region triggers similar waves of 
struggle in other parts, forcing Israel 
to intervene. It may indeed be that an 
Israeli attempt at ethnic cleansing of 
the Palestinians results in such fierce 
reactions in the Arab east that the 
USA considers its protege is now 
more of a liability than an asset. These 
are all scenarios, none of which it is 
possible to predict. 

What I do think is becoming clear 
is that sections of the US ruling class 
are undertaking a re-evaluation of 
their reliance upon Israel. In the wake 
of Mearsheimer’s and Walt’s essay, 
‘The Israel lobby’, three years ago, 
there has been an increasing debate 
within that class and articles printed 
in places like the New York Times that 
never previously saw the light of day. 
Even Obama has shown a coolness 
to Israel, which is in stark contrast to 
his predecessor. I am not suggesting 
that Israel is near to becoming 
orphaned, but it is clear that there is a 
debate taking place in the US ruling 
class as to the place Israel should 
occupy in its imperial schema. 

Jack Conrad considers that I am 
mangling his words and ideas 
when I criticise his statement that 
“Conventionally, in Britain at least, 
what passes for the mainstream 
left damns Zionism as almost akin 
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to fascism”. Well, this curious 
formulation is of a type with the 
AWL’s allegation that the left 
‘demonises’ Israel. 

And what is his proof? Jack Conrad 
repeats the same hoary myths that the 
AWL came out with when he refers to 
various left groups (which ones?) 
which sought to no-platform Zionists 
in the 1980s as a result of “numerous 
motions” which equated Zionism and 
fascism. 

I was a student activist in the 
1 980s in the International Marxist 
Group-dominated Socialist Students 
Alliance. I was a sabbatical vice- 
president and member of the National 
Union of Students polytechnics 
committee, as well as a delegate to 13 
NUS national conferences. I do not 
remember one such motion. On the 
contrary, I moved the first ever 
motion, at the Christmas 1977 NUS 
conference, calling for a secular, 
democratic state in Palestine. No-one 
referred to Israel as a fascist state. 
When various individuals, usually 
unattached to any group, sought to 
apply the no-platform tactic to Zionist 
groups, I, and the rest of the far left, 
opposed them. But that has not 
stopped the AWL and the RCP’s 
Spiked magazine from making such 
an accusation. ‘No platform’ was a 
policy designed to defend democratic 
rights against fascist groups. Zionists 
were not fascists. 

But, according to Jack, because I 
state that I know of no-one on the left 
who considers Israel to be fascist, 
and, even worse, I refer to Nazi-style 
racism in Israel and the fact - because 
it is a fact - that Histadrut redefines 
class in a way not dissimilar to the 
Nazis, his charged is proved. It is not. 

It was Hannah Arendt, a non- 
Zionist, who noted in Eichmann 
in Jerusalem that “there certainly 
was something breathtaking in the 
naivety with which the prosecution 
denounced the infamous Nuremberg 
laws of 1935, which had prohibited 
intermarriage and sexual intercourse 
between Jews and Germans. The 
better informed among the 
correspondents were well aware of the 
irony” (London 1963, p7). And what 
was this irony? In Israel too Jews and 
non-Jews c aimot marry for exactly the 
same reasons - preservation of the 
purity of race. 

Jack Conrad believes that my 
description of Histadrut’s redefinition 
of class as being not dissimilar to that 
of the Nazis is proof of what he 
alleges. It is nothing of the kind. 
Comparisons can be made between 
non-Nazis and the Nazis on specific 
issues (for example, eugenics, 
abortion) without implying that 
all such persons are fascist: eg, 
HG Wells. 


W ith only three days to go 
before the end of our May 
fighting fund, we still need £106 
to make our £1,000 target. I am 
confident we can do this - and 
more - provided comrades act 
immediately they read this. 

We must have the full amount 
by 12 noon on Monday June 1, 
so please either post your 
cheque first class or go onto our 
website and make your donation 
via PayPal. If you do that then we 
will get the cash straightaway (but 
please don’t use that as a reason 
for delaying -1 don’t want you to 
forget!). 

Last week thre e comrades helped 
us out in this way. HT and FE 
contributed £10 each, while PL 
coughed up a very generous £25. 


Histadrut organised the Jewish 
working class. It consciously sought 
to exclude Arab workers. It sought not 
to combat the Jewish bourgeoisie 
over anything but the question of 
Arab labour. It wanted to build, not 
destroy - as David Ben-Gurion, its first 
chairman and prime minister of Israel, 
stated. It was Ben-Gurion who coined 
the slogan, ‘From class to nation’. 

Zeev Sternhall is a left Zionist and 
expert on fascism. He is a child survivor 
of the Nazi holocaust. He also survived 
a bomb recently planted by settlers. In 
his The founding myths of Zionism, he 
demonstrates that the Labour Zionist 
parties and Histadrut were anti- 
socialist from the very beginning. Not 
even reformist. He describes what they 
stand for as “nationalist Zionism”, 
making it clear that he would have 
called it ‘national socialism’ but for 
the connotations this raises. Zionism 
consciously sought to remove class 
struggle by redefining racial struggle 
as one of class (the ‘backward’, 
‘feudal’ Arabs). 

Yes, there are common features 
between Zionism and Nazism 
(another one being the attitude of 
leaders of both to the ‘racial sciences’ 
- Arthur Ruppin, the father of land 
settlement, in 1933 visited Jena to see 
professor Hans Gunther, Himmler’s 
academic mentor, where they had an 
amicable discussion about racial 
types, etc). But that does not mean 
that Zionism, a settler-colonial 
ideology, is fascist, although there are 
clear similarities. 

Jack Conrad makes much of the fact 
that I pick him up over the question 
of millions of Jews coming to Israel 
and intermarrying. Not so, he says. 
They married other Jews. But that is 
the whole point. They could not 
marry non-Jews. Although Jack could 
not know it, the term ‘intermarriage’ 
has a specific meaning within Jewish 
orthodoxy and Zionism. It refers to 
marrying non-Jews. Eg, “Jewish 
leaders in the UK are warning that 
B ritish Jewry may die out if more is not 
done to try to combat intermarriage” 
(http ://news.b be. co.uk/2/hi/ 
uk_news/4364633.stm). Much of 
orthodoxy holds that intermarriage is 
as bad as the holocaust because it 
leads to the ‘disappearance’ of Jews 
as Jews. But you would have to be 
Jewish to appreciate this. 

Jack Conrad’s reference to what I 
said about the Galilee is disingenuous. 
Jack stated that “the vast majority of 
Israeli Jews” live in the Galilee. I 
disputed this. In fact the majority of 
those who live there are still Arabs 
despite the continued efforts of the 
Israeli state to ethnically purify the 
are a. Yes, they are a small maj ority, but 
Jack should admit his error, not 
pretend it is nit-picking. There are 


Thanks to all three - they were 
among 16,045 internet readers of 
the Weekly Worker. Thanks also to 
comrades TW (£30), FS (£25), CS 
and SY (£20 each), PP (£15), DL 
and BZ (£10 each). Finally GD 
(£20) and DO (£10) came up with 
extra standing order gifts. 

So we had a lot of small to 
middling donations that mounted 
up nicely to a useful £205, taking 
our total to £894. But now I need 
comrades to really pull out the 
stops over the next three days. And 
I wouldn’t mind a few middling to 
large ones! • 

Robbie Rix 

Fill in a standi reorder form 
(backpage), or sendcheques, 
payable to Weekly Worker 


crucial political reasons why this is 
important. The Israeli state is indeed 
different from normal bourgeois 
democratic states. It is a state which 
does not claim to represent all of its 
citizens. It is a Jewish state. Many 
states may be racist, but they do not, 
as a rule, weave racism into the very 
fabric of their being and identity. 

Jack asserts that an Israeli-Jewish 
nation has arisen. I disagree, but in 
any case it would be irrelevant. Of 
course, it would be in the majority, 
unlike in South Africa, because it 
consciously sought to exclude the 
Arabs from its borders. South Africa 
never did this, even at the time of its 
Bantustanisation policy. 

And what of this ‘nation’? Yes, it 
speaks the same language, generally, 
and it lives in the same contiguous 
area. But a nation is something like a 
‘chose in action’. It is intangible. States 
and nations usually correspond Not 
so in Israel, where Arabs are excluded 
from the nation. Israel claims to 
represents the mythical Jewish nation, 
including myself. But it does not 
recognise itself as a separate Hebrew 
nation, which is the weakness in 
Mo she Mach over’s argument. 

But if Israeli Jews are a nation, 
then they are an oppressor nation. 
Their very definition is in opposition 
to the indigenous population. 

Like the American and Australian 
colonists and, yes, the Nazis, they 
sought expulsion, occupation and 
exploitation. Of course, they oppose 
living with Palestinians, just as their 
apartheid cousins did, but there is 
nothing inherent in this and structured 
racism should not be part of socialist 
solutions. What I am saying is that, 
unless and until this political goal of 
being a separate racial majority is 
confronted and broken, there is no 
possibility of the majority of Israeli 
Jews accepting any solution with the 
Palestinians that does not involve 
oppression. Two states can only ever 
mean that the Zionist goal of 
separation and majority is accepted. 
Why else two states? It would be a 
concession that would enable Zionism 
to survive its own death agony. 

To talk about ‘self-determination’ of 
such a nation makes as much sense as 
to talk of self-determination of the 
American or Afrikaner or Russian na¬ 
tions. As oppressor nations determin¬ 
ing others, by definition they determine 
their existence. Nor do they suffer na¬ 
tional oppression. To paraphrase RH 
Tawney, freedom for the Zionist pike 
means death to the Palestinian minnow. 
Self-determination means the right to 
be freefromnationaloppiession. Israeli 
Jews are free from that: it is their vic¬ 
tims who are not. 

But we are not talking about what a 
future settlement under socialism might 
look like. We are talking about a 
bourgeois national solution. Just as in 
South Africa or Angola. A democratic, 
secular state, which would indeed 
grant to Israeli Jews ‘national’ rights of 
language and culture but would not 
countenance ‘rights’ which reinforce 
the present racially based nature of the 
Israeli state. A unitary state solution is 
both a goal and a symbol as to a 
potential solution to the Israeli- 
Palestinian question and is in 
opposition to partition, be it in Israel 
or Ireland. 

And just one more misconception to 
clear up. Marx and Engels did indeed 
support a unitary democratic, as 
opposed to a two-state, solution to the 
Irish question. They did not support 
any idea of partition, but the separation 
of Britain and Ireland. That to my mind 
is not a two-state solution unless one 
looks at the problem through British 
eyes. 

But I also suggest that instead of 
these polemics, which tend to 
deteriorate into personal jibes and 
thrusts, let us debate this - two states 
or one state? - in a comradely manner 
at a time and manner of both our 
choosing • 
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Left under threat 

Dave Vincent reports on the left-dominated PCS annual conference, but warns of a possible rightwing revival 



Pay demands first ... 

L ast week’s annual conference 
of the Public and Commercial 
Services union took place 
against the background of the 
continual success of the left-led 
Democracy Alliance joint slate for 
the national executive. The DA - 
made up of the Socialist Party- 
dominated Left Unity and “centre - 
left” PCS Democrats - retained the 
presidency and vice-presidency and 
improved its NEC tally to 29 out of 
30 places, with the rightwing 4 the 
Members reduced to one NEC place. 
As usual, however, 4 the Members 
were close runners-up for most of the 
seats, with the Independent Left 
again third. 

The voting turnout dropped from 
just over 11% in 2008 to 9% in 2009. 
That has to be of concern for a left- 
led union constantly proclaiming its 
progress in developing more young 
activists, more participation by 
under-represented groups, and 
backing for its support for radical 
policies. The left is dominant among 
the activists, but is not making much 
headway amongst our more passive 
ordinary members. 

I will leave aside the largely 
uncontroversial motions on health 
and safety, equality, international 
questions and other issues where 
most delegates are in agreement - for 
example, constant reference was 
made to the MPs’ expense-fiddling 
scandal in contrast to the merciless 
attitude adopted against benefit 
fraudsters who may also claim not 
to understand the rules. I will 
concentrate instead on three issues 
that reveal the political balance and 
direction of PCS. 

Pay strategy 

The Independent Left, from the 
start, had expressed disbelief that 
the alleged ‘breakthrough’ on pay 
supposedly achieved by the NEC in 
November 2008 was actually what it 
was claimed to be. 

In calling off planned strikes, the 
NEC stated the agreement reached 
“had to be tested in each 
department” to see if members 
ended up with pay top-ups. 
Supposedly the 2% pay cap had 
been lifted and departments were 
now free to recycle some of their 
efficiency savings into wage 
packets. But the IL had correctly 
asserted in its pre-conference 
bulletins that not one member had 
got a single penny from this 
‘breakthrough agreement’. 

As usual an ‘emergency’ motion 
from the NEC was top of the section 
on pay strategy and had the effect 


of manipulating conference into 
either voting for the NEC (whose 
motion ran to three pages!) or a 
critical motion. The executive’s 
motion contained a lengthy blurb 
about the current economic 
situation and what had happened 
since the passing of last year’s 
‘emergency’ motion, and ended 
with a call for a 6% consolidated 
pay increase, funding of pay 
progression separate from the 
annual pay rise, and a membership 
consultation through workplace 
meetings during the summer on 
what, if any, industrial action 
members are prepared to pursue. 

Motion A21 censured the NEC 
(this proved to be its undoing) and 
only called for a work to rule to be 
organised in support of a claim that 
all civil servants be paid the rate 
received in the current highest 
paying department (the rate for the 
job). 

General secretary Mark Serwotka, 
moving the ‘emergency’ motion, 
had to confess members had not 
received a pay rise but, instead of 
admitting he had been well and 
truly had, resorted to blaming 
departmental mandarins for failing 
to identify efficiency savings or to 
seek treasury permission to make 
top-up payments. 

The Independent Left missed a 
chance to pose any alternative 
strategy and, while reminding 
conference that the IL had 
denounced the spin over the so- 
called ‘breakthrough’ and said that 
strike action should have gone 
ahead, ended up voting for the 
successful NEC motion and against 
the censure. IL speakers urged the 
NEC not to rule out any strategy 
suggested by our members - 
including paid selected action if that 
is what they want. 

There is a huge problem here. The 
NEC is clearly not talking about all- 
out, indefinite, unpaid action, but it 
has also made it clear it is against 
working to rule. Yet our members 
have equally made it clear they are 
fed up with ‘day here, day there’ 
strikes and want paid selected 
action, which the NEC is absolutely 
dead set against. Calling yet again 
for public sector unity is no answer, 
since with a general election on the 
horizon it just will not happen. 
Labour-affiliated unions (the very 
ones who abandoned PCS last year) 
will do nothing that might harm the 
government’s electoral chances. So 
what does the NEC expect members 
to suggest during the forthcoming 
consultation? 


Conference also carried an NEC 
motion opposing the government’s 
recent threat to make £500 million- 
worth of cuts in the Civil Service 
Compensation Scheme - and the 
NEC is looking to persuade 
members to come out over this too. 

PCS support for union 
candidates? 

The next indicative debate 
centred on NEC motion A72, 
which, whilst containing a lot of 
self-congratulatory blather about 
the supposed success of the 
union’s Make Your Vote Count 
campaign, declared PCS will remain 
unaffiliated to any political party, 
campaign for proportional 
representation, and consult our 
members on whether PCS should 
support trade union candidates in 
future elections. That consultation 
would inform further discussion at 
2010 conference - too late for its 
conclusions to be implemented in 


the general election, obviously. 

But this was cited as a really 
radical proposal placing PCS in 
advance of other unions and, 
although Serwotka admitted it 
would probably come too late for 
the general election, it was important 
we carry ordinary members with this 
and “get this right” for the longer 
term. 

It was obvious that this motion 
was going to be overwhelmingly 
carried, so I decided to go in for some 
constructive criticism. I reminded 
conference that my 2007 motion, 
which had been dismissed by the 
rest of the left, called for the opening 
up of our political fund to allow 
branches to discuss whether to 
support candidates standing on an 
anti-racist, anti-war, anti-trade union 
laws, pro-public services platform. 
I said if we had carried that motion 
two years ago, we would now be 
better placed to decide on an active 
role in the next general election. We 
would also have been able to help 
fund left Labour candidates such as 
John McDonnell - a good friend of 
PCS who again addressed 
conference and was well received. 

General secretary 
election 

After shunning his original 
supporters (mainly Socialist Caucus 
- nowadays named the Independent 
Left) last time around, Mark 
Serwotka took advantage of the 
opportunity offered by conference 
to launch his campaign for re¬ 


election as general secretary with a 
packed fringe meeting. The election 
will be held in November. 

IL has not yet decided its attitude. 
Its own fringe meeting, attended by 
less than 20 comrades, seemed to 
have no specific purpose other a 
general discussion about where PCS 
is going. I questioned the reason for 
IL’s continued existence as an 
organisation separate from Left 
Unity. I noted IL’s failure to grow or 
significantly increase its electoral 
support, the failure of John 
Moloney’s campaign to defeat 
Hugh Lanning for deputy general 
secretary, its conference support for 
the NEC over pay strategy, die lack 
of challenging motions from IL and 
its indecision over whether to 
oppose Serwotka. 

I wanted to know why the 
comrades felt unable to carry on 
putting their arguments within Left 
Unity, given their lack of progress 
outside. I asked them to make then- 
minds up on what they think of 


Serwotka and the SP-dominated 
NEC. Either they think it is made up 
of sincere but misguided socialists 
- in which case IL should rejoin I^eft 
Unity; or they think they are self- 
serving, undemocratic, politically 
corrupt, disingenuous empire- 
builders - in which case IL should 
say so loud and clear and organise 
on that basis. Instead IL carps from 
the sidelines, but tones its criticisms 
right down on conference floor. 

Mark Serwotka is likely to be 
opposed by rightwinger (and 
alleged ex-SWP member) Rob 
Bryson. Readers may recall my last 
article, which reported that Bryson 
had come within 200 votes of 
defeating SP member Chris Baugh 
for assistant general secretary 


(‘Contradictory results in factional 
jockeying’, May 14). That will surely 
embolden Bryson and 4 the 
Members to go for the main man this 
time. 

In that article I said I could not 
make sense of how Moloney, 
backed by the far left, had got 
within 2,000 votes of Lanning in the 
deputy general secretary election, 
yet rightwinger Bryson had come 
even closer to toppling the popular 
Chris Baugh. 

One answer suggested to me at 
conference was that some members 
are prepared to support anyone 
who opposes the current leader¬ 
ship, such is their anger over the 
mishandling of the national pay 
campaign. If that is so, Bryson has 
everything to gain and Serwotka 
everything to lose. For example, the 
NEC elections demonstrated that 
left candidates, who generally had 
around 13 0 branch nominations, 
were only just able to defeat their 
rightwing opponents (about 20 
nominations). 

This domination of left activists 
over the right was reflected at 
conference, where 4 the Members 
were mostly invisible once again. 
It seems they do not feel they 
need to win over conference - 
they aim to appeal instead to the 
passive voting membership. 
Given that the left-led NEC talked 
up the supposed ‘breakthrough 
agreement’ and now admits it has 
not delivered a penny to 
members, Bryson will surely rely 
on this and, against the 
background of the MPs’ expenses 
scandal, will opportunistically 
compare Serwotka’s high salary 
with his original election pledge to 
take a worker’s wage. The declining 
membership support for industrial 
action will also be used by the right, 
which always claims that the left 
recklessly calls out members on 
pointless strikes. 

However, if Serwotka lost, that 
would represent a huge setback for 
the left - in other unions as well as 
within PCS. But he would have 
been defeated by current economic 
circumstances as well as by his 
own spin. Unlike Serwotka, Bryson 
would not continually call for 
public sector unity, would not 
tirelessly attend left events, fringe 
meetings, and joint union platforms 
or meetings of activists. That 
Bryson did not once address 
conference on any issue shows his 
contempt for the activists and 
reliance on the apolitical, atomised 
‘silent majority’ • 



Fighting lead, never 
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An ‘industrial campaign’ 

John Moloney is a member of the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty and the 
Independent Left group within the civil servants’ union, the PCS. He won 
11,547 votes in the deputy general secretaiy election, and was only 
narrowly beaten by Hugh Lanning (13,75 5). This healthy vote was won 
despite the fact that his opponent had a wide range of support from more 
influential trends in the union, from the soft left over to the Socialist Party 
and Socialist Workers Party. Mark Fischer spoke to comrade Moloney 
about this result and how communists should operate in the trade union 


movement 

Y oucameclosetoa victory. 

What does that tell us about 
the state of politics in the PCS? 

Given the small resources we had and the 
limited nature of the campaign, theresultwas 
sufficient , if you like. There was apossibility 
- with more resources and application - that 
we could have won. Nevertheless, I think 
the vote actually demonstrated that when 
members are given a very clear message 
in contrast to the spin from the union 
leadership, when they are given clear 
industrial alternatives, then they will vote 
for those alternatives. 

We had a terrible turnout, by the way - 
under 10% - the worst turnout ever in our 
elections. However, what was illustrated 
was that the few member who do take note 
of union affairs can be won over to a more 
fighting, a more honest campaign. 

Our big problem is not the people who 
did vote - we have an ongoing dialogue with 
them that we are confident we can win. Our 
problem is the over 90% of the members of 
the union that didn’t vote, people who see 
the union as irrelevant to their day-to-day 
concerns in the workplace. 

So the nextquestion is obvious.Given 
91% or so not even taking part in the 
union on the level of voting, what 
would have been the real, material 
effect if you had actually won? 
Obviously, it would be very far from a ring¬ 
ing mandate. In strictly formal, democratic 
terms I would have won, which would not 
have been irrelevant, given today’s state of 
the workers’ movement generally and the 
PCS specifically. My impact once elected 
would have been more minor. The key thing 
would have been the positions the NEC 
adopted, not a one-off vote for an isolated 
leftwinger. I would have been one socialist 
among an army of full-time officials. 

In formal terms, I might have been the 
second most ‘senior’ official. Clearly, the 
brutal reality ofthe job would have narrowed 
my opportunities for real independent 
action Officials have very limited scope for 
propagating their own views - the union 
would have said, quite rightly in many ways, 
‘This is the message we want you to put out 
to the members’. 

So, pretty soon, I would be faced with the 
dilemma ofwhetherl could stomach putting 
that line out or refusing and having to take 
the consequences. So, even elected, that 
would have shown something about the 
union and the mindset of members - but it 
would not have had any significant impact 
on the union itself as an organisation. We 
would have still had to fight the entrenched 
bureaucratic apparatus of the union. 

If we don’t win the leadership as a 
whole and - more importantly - if we 
don’t get that passive 91 % voting and 
actively taking part in the affairs of their 
union, then we’re all just shuffling the 
furniture around on the Titanic. 

B ut i sn’t that th e sto vy of th e r ise of the 
'awkward squad’ inthe unions-or the 
'am enable squad’, as many have 
turned out? Good votes on minority 
turnouts can reflect some sort of 
healthy, butunfocused and inchoate 
rebellion of advance militants of some 
sort. This may even have the passive 
support of something approaching a 
majority. But unless you engage that 


majority, theculture of bureaucratic 
accommodation asserts itself. 

It is sad to say, but I think the majority of 
PCS members are inthe union because they 
see it as some sort of protection scheme, as 
insurance cover rather than a collective 
combat organisation for their rights. The 
fundamental task - getting every union 
member with an active, informed democratic 
engagement with their union - clearly has 
not happened and is a long way off. Turning 
that round in going to be incredibly difficult 

If we did not take those annual oppor¬ 
tunities in the NEC elections - despite all 
the limitations of what you can do - when 
members do have an opportunity to vote, 
to choose between different platforms, well, 
that would be a dereliction of duty. But even 
if the Independent Left won, that would 
only be the first step towards the PCS 
becoming a proper fighting trade union in 
any meaningful sense of the word. 

So there’s a political crisis of our 
class, which finds a reflection inthe 
unions. What’s the solution? Should 
communists si mply make th emse Ives 
into trade unionists to solve the 
problem of the unions ...? 

Your implication is important here. Some 
notion of a ‘ stage ist’ schema that sees - for 
example, inthe PCS - amore energeticNEC, 
that has more lively campaigns, that draws 
more members in, that attracts more 
members and then, eventually, we can say 
some things politically - that’s nonsense. 

Big political and societal changes are on 
the way. These will create great fluidity 
and fissures in things we thought solid 
up to now. Look at the sort of‘non-political’ 
politics that is raising its head now ... 

Don’t tell me you’re relying on Esther 
Rantzen- a help line for abused 
PCSers? 

And it would probably be outsourced as 
well, wouldn’t it? No, I mean out of this 
wreckage maybe something more positive 
can emerge. Perhaps by the next election, 
for example, serious discussion about 
another party of the working class might 
emerge. Then that might impact back on the 
internal life of unions like PC S. 

That could change the physiognomy of 
the entire union movement. At the moment, 
we are just ambling along and if we are go¬ 
ing to dramatically turn things around we 
have to break our current patterns of work 
and thought. There are some pinpoints of 
light that offer optimism for the future. 

But at the moment - in PCS and much of 
the rest ofthe union movement- things are 
pretty pedestrian. 

Sowhat’sthe role of Marxists, then? 
You’ve spoken as a knowledgeable 
and maturetrade unionist, but I’m not 
gettinga clear idea from you of what 
theroleof Marxists is in theunions. 

For example, we are critical of some 
ofthe 'silences’ in the program meyou 
stood on in the union elections. 
Specifically, on your attitude to troops 
out of Iraq, an attack on Iran and the 
I inked question oft he PCS’ s affiliation 
to Hands Off the People of Iran - which 
I understand you support. Flowing 
from that, what sort of party a re we 
tal kin g abo ut? Reconsti tuti ng our 
class as a fighting body is a political 
process first and foremost ■ surely 


these are the sorts of things we should 
highlight as our first priority? 

We very deliberately pitched our campaign 
as an exclusively industrial campaign. In a 
period in our union where there is such low 
engagement, what we are trying to do is tap 
into everyday experiences by concentrating 
on some key industrial issues - pensions, 
for example - which are touchstone 
questions for ordinary members, where you 
can get a reaction. On the other hand, if you 
talk about something as mundane as union 
democracy, their eyes glaze over. 

So we very deliberately pitched it as an 
almost exclusively an industrial project. We 
were hoping to say to members, ‘Compare 
and contrast our sharpness on industrial 
issues with the approach of the leadership’. 
We wanted to send out the message to 
union activists in particular that we are 
serious militants. That we have some way 
forward for the union. 

I’m prepared to accept the idea that this 
may be wrong. But that was our judgement. 
It was pitched to union activists, trying to 
engage with them on a way forward. There 
is disquiet amongst that layer and we were 
trying to engage with them and that mood 
in a positive way. To tell them that their 
gut instincts about things like pensions, 
etc were right. 

So, aren’t we back to a version of 
stageism - somethingyo u rightly 
criticised early?That is, we start with 
what you call 'industrial questions’, 
then we might bring in union 
democracy and the n, at so me 
indeterminate point down the line, you 
m ight ta Ik abou t wid er questions of 
'high’ democracy - how we are ruled as 
a popular class, for example. That 91% 
westarted this interview talking a bout 
have all sortsof political ideas 
swimming a round in their heads -vevy 
few 1 ndustr ial ’ ones. So, let a Ion e t he 
more general points about what we do 
as Marxists in theunions, where 
should we start? 

It may be that we were wrong. But what we 
did was deliberate and thought out 

I know what you mean about stageism, 
but there is a sense in which, when you’re a 
very small group like IL, there are stages. 
We have to get a certain base, to spread our 
influence. We are concentrated too much 
in one part of the union. By restricting 
ourselves to industrial issues, we were 
looking to simply getting a hearing in the 
union. Nothing more. 

We could be utterly wrong on that tactic. 
Your paper and others might critique us 
generally and my campaign specifically. Fair 
enough, let’s debate it. I’m quite willing to 
say we should think about it again. But I do 
think that - as a first ‘stage’, so to speak - we 
have to build a small army. I’m optimistic. 
There are some signs at this conference we 
have started to do that 

I think IL is one of those elements that is 
going to be shaped by and have a dynamic 
relationship with wider political develop¬ 
ments. We could be part of something new 
and positive - but all we can do at the 
moment is agitate for certain industrial 
objectives and hope to be part of something 
wider politically. 

But we’re nowhere near that at the 
moment# 


What we 
fight for 

■ Our central aim is the organisation of communists, 
revolutionary socialists and all politically advanced 
workers into a Communist Party. Without organisation 
the working class is nothing with the highest form of 
organisation it is everything. 

■ The Provisional Central Committee organises mem bers 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real 
Communist Party today. Ihere are many so-called 'parties’ 
on the left. In reality they are confessionalsects. Members 
who disagree with the prescribed 'line’ are expected to 
gag themselves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

■ Communists operate according to the principles of 
democratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek 
to achieve unity in action and a common world outlook. 
As long as they support agreed actions, members have 
the right to speak openly and form temporary or 
permanent factions. 

■ Communists oppose all imperialist wars, occupations 
and sanctions, in particular those in which the British 
state is directly comp licit. We constantly strive to bring 
to the fore the findamental question- endngwaris bound 
up with ending capitalism. 

■ Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we strive 
f orthe closest unity and agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. We oppose every 
manifestation of national sectionalism. It is an 
internationalist duty to uphold the principle, 'One state, 
one party’. To the extent that the European Union becomes 
a state then that necessitates EU-wide trade unions and a 
Communist Party of the EU. 

■ The working class must be organised globally. Without 
a global Communist Party, a Communist International, 
the struggle against capital is weakened and lacks 
coordination. 

■ Communists have no interest apart from the working 
class as a whole. They differ only in recognising the 
importance of Marxism as aguide to practice. That theory 
is no dogma, but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the 
fit ire of humanity at risk Capitalism is synonymous with 
war, pollution, exploitation and crisis. We oppose the 
slogan 'British jobs for British workers’. All forms of 
nationalist socialism are reactionary and objectively anti¬ 
working class. As a global system capitalism can only be 
superseded globally. 

■The capitalist class will never willingly allow their wealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. 
They will resist using every means at their disposal. 
Communists favour using parliament and winning the 
biggest possible working class representation. But 
workers must be readied to make revolution - peacefully 
if we can, forcibly if we m ust. 

■ Communistsf ight for extreme democracy inall spheres 
of society. Democracy m ust be given a social content. 

■ We will use the most militant methods objective 
circumstances allow to achieve a federal republic of 
England, Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland 
and a United States of Europe. 

Communistsfavoir industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions 
transformed into schools for communism. 

Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the 
struggle for peace and ecological sustainability are just 
as much worki ng class questions as pay, trade ini on rights 
and demands for high-quality health, housing and 
education. 

Socialism represents victory in the battle for democracy. 
It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either 
democratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into 
its opposite. 

■ Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition 
to communism - a system which knows neither wars, 
exploitation, money, classes, states nor nations. 
Communism is general freedom and the real beginning 
of human history. 

All who accept these principles are urged to join the 
Communist Party. 
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Vote 
Labour 
on June 4 


No2EU fails the test 


N one of the 11 first-placed 
candidates standing for ‘No 
to the EU, Yes to Democracy’ 
have committed themselves to the 
CPGB’s conditions for offering them 
support in next week’s European 
Union elections. 

The No2EU platform, drafted by 
the Morning Star's Communist Party 
of Britain, fronted and financed 
by Bob Crow of the RMT union, 
and uncritically supported by the 
Socialist Party in England and Wales, 
is a mix of British nationalism and 
trade union-type demands. 

Prominent among its bullet points 
are: “Defend and develop manufactur¬ 
ing, agriculture and fishing industries 
in Britain”; “Repatriate democratic 
powers to EU member-states”; and 
“Scrap EU rules designed to stop 
member-states from implementing 
independent economic policies”. 
No2EU’s website rails against the 
“social dumping of exploited foreign 
workers in Britain”, which results 
from what it dubs the “so-called ‘free 
movement’ of labour” within the EU. 

In its rush to jump on board the 
“first electoral challenge to New 
Labour initiated by ... the most 
militant industrial union in Britain”, 1 
the SPEW leadership pretends that, 
while it might have minor quibbles, the 
platform is totally acceptable. It claims 
not to be able to see any trace of 
nationalism within it - indeed No2EU 
has “a vital role to play in offering an 
alternative to nationalism”. 2 

It is true thatNo2EU is made 
up entirely of working class 
organisations and individuals (if we 
ignore Liberal Party oddball c ouncillor 
Steve Radford, who is a candidate 
in the North West), but its overt 
nationalism makes an unconditional 
vote for it problematic, to say the least 
Nevertheless, if any of the lead 
candidates (the only ones with even 
a remote chance of being elected) had 
indicated their acceptance of our two 
basic conditions - against Fortress 
Britain, for republican democracy - we 
would have recommended a vote for 
No2EU in that region. 

I have attempted to contact all 11 
lead candidates and succeeded in 
speaking to six of them. The other five 
did not get back to me. Of course, I 
expected no cooperation whatsoever 
from CPB comrades, who regard the 
Weekly Worker with a mixture of 
hatred and fear. So when I called Brian 
Denny, No2EU nominating officer, 
RMT employee and lead candidate in 
the Eastern region, his response was 
not unexpected: “You’re having a 
laugh, ain’t you, mate? You’re having 
a laugh ...” Comrade Denny hung up 
before I had the chance to ask him 
anything. 

Martin Levy (number one in the 
North East) was more polite: “I don’t 
really want to talk to you, thanks. 
OK, goodbye.” 

I tried to contact the two other 
CPB lead candidates - general 
secretary Rob Griffiths (Wales) and 
international secretary John Foster 
(Scotland) through CPB offices, but, 
unsurprisingly, my calls were not 
returned. Attempts to speak to No2EU 


convenor Bob Crow (London) and 
RMT executive member Alex Gordon 
(South West) had to pass through 
either the RMT press office or No2EU 
itself and in both cases I suspect 
comrade Denny’s influence would be 
a factor in ensuring my request for an 
interview was not met. 

Socialist Party comrades were much 
more cooperative. Last week the 
Weekly Worker carried my interview 
with Dave Nellist (West Midlands) 
and this issue contains those 
with Keith Gibson (Yorkshire and 
Humberside) and John McEwan (East 
Midlands). The SPEW comrade I have 
not yet spoken to is Roger Bannister 
(North West). The Unison receptionist 
in Liverpool told me he was unable to 
take my call and put me through to his 
voicemail, but, as I write, he has not 
contacted me (I know he is busy, 
obviously). 

Unfortunately SPEW comrades 
have all fallen down on an essential 
component of republican democracy 
- replacement of the standing army 
by a popular militia and the right to 
bear arms. The replies of comrades 
Gibson and McEwan on this point 
were a mixture of bewilderment and 
incredulity. According to comrade 
McEwan, “People would think I was 
off my rocker if I came out with thaf’, 
while comrade Gibson commented: “I 
think we should be looking at where 
workers are at the minute, their own 
consciousness” (see p4). For his part 
comrade Nellist refused to answer 
this one question: “Come and see me 
on June 5!” 3 

The final lead candidate, Dave 
Hill (South East), did not feel 
qualified to respond on the right to 
bear arms, despite his membership 
of the International Socialist Group. 
Comrade Hill, unlike the SPEW 
comrades, openly opposed open 
borders as well. 4 

Unless we unexpectedly hear 
from any of the remaining comrades 
at the 11th hour and (even more 
unexpectedly) receive a positive 
answer to our two conditions, the 


CPGB will therefore recommend no 
vote to No2EU anywhere. 

Better days 

What about the other left-of-Lab our 
groups standing on June 4? Arthur 
Scargill’s Socialist Labour Party has 
once more managed to put together a 
full slate of candidates in every region. 

SPEW’s shameful 
collaboration with 
CPB’s blatantly 
nationalist No2EU 
shows that it is 
rapidly moving to 
the right 

How Scargill manages to raise the 
cash is anyone’s guess, but it is clear 
that he was so desperate to find people 
willing to stand that comrades were 
forced to draft in family members to 
make up the numbers. So in the East 
Midlands we find Dave and Thea 
Roberts among the candidates, while 
Steve Yoxall managed to persuade 
partner Holly to join him on the 
Yorkshire and Humberside list. Then 
there is Pat and James Bowen 
(Eastern), Linda and Colin Muir 
(London), Billy and Dot Kelly (North 
West), Maureen and Derek Stubbings 
(South East), and Louise and James 
McDaid (Scotland). The South West 
features a father-and-son team, Robert 
Hawkins senior and junior. 

Within a few months of its 
foundation in 1996, the SLP had 
over 2,000 members. But Scargill’s 
insistence on his own role as 
unassailable labour dictator and his 
refusal to countenance even the 
mildest opposition had reduced this 
left break from Labour to a couple of 
hundred (mostly inactive) adherents 
within a couple of years. I suspect that 
there are now just a few dozen SLP ers. 


The SLP paper Socialist News has 
long since folded and its website is 
‘updated’ roughly once every couple 
of months with news of a speech or 
two Arthur may have made. His party 
was always notorious for its 
sectarianism and even today, when it 
is clearly dying, he absurdly rejected 
No2EU’s approach for a joint 
challenge - despite virtually identical 
common politics. 

The website now carries the SLP 
EU election ‘manifesto’ (all 241 
words of it), which informs us that 
“The EU is a capitalist club that 
makes it easier for the multinational 
companies to exploit workers 
throughout its member-states.” 
Moreover, privatisation is blamed 
entirely on “EU directives”. 

Unlike No2EU the SLP is open 
about its commitment to “complete 
withdrawal from the European Union” 
- “Only by coming out of the EU 
can we begin to put things right 
economically and socially.” It also 
claims that its own version of left 
nationalism comprises “a genuine 
socialist alternative” - in contrast 
to that of the single-issue No2EU 
presumably. 5 

Apart from the purely propagandist 
Socialist Party of Great Britain, which 
is standing in London alone, the only 
other left group contesting is the 
Scottish Socialist Party. Like the SLP, 
the SSP has seen better days - much 
better days. In fact delegates to its 
March conference were split on 
whether the SSP should bother 
contesting at all - it was only decided 
not to talk to No2EU on the chair’s 
casting vote. 

The SSP list is headed by 
co-convenor Colin Fox and the 
campaign is being fought under a truly 
stomach-churning “Make greed 
history” banner. Its entire campaign 
appears to be based on the theme of a 
one-off wealth tax - we are told that 
Europe’s richest one percent have 
assets worth $10 trillion and a 10% 
tax would net Scotland a share 
amounting to £6.5 billion. 


The SSP - whose website features 
the unintentionally ironic slogan, 
“Socialism, independence, interna¬ 
tionalism” - unlike No2EU combines 
its (Scottish) nationalism with a new¬ 
found spirit of European working class 
cooperation. Its campaign site prom¬ 
inently features the joint statement of 
the European Anti-Capitalist Left - an 
initiative of the New Anti-Capitalist 
Party in France - and its election 
broadcast, dramatically presented by 
leftwing actor Tam Dean Bum, pro¬ 
claims: “For a green socialist Scotland 
in a green socialist Europe”. 

It goes without saying that both 
the SLP and SSP are completely 
disorientated organisations with no 
future whatsoever. They cannot be 
viewed as representing even a small 
step in the direction of a genuine 
working class party - quite the 
opposite in fact. 

For its part SPEW has shown by 
its shameful collaboration with the 
CPB in the blatantly nationalist 
enterprise known as No2EU that it 
is rapidly moving to the right. Any 
party that emerges from this 
platform will inevitably be tarred by 
this nationalism and in this one 
sense will be worse than the existing 
version of what SPEW wants to 
recreate - the Labour Party. 

Although the MPs’ expenses 
scandal has reduced the standing of 
all three mainstream parties, the left 
has shown itself incapable of 
providing a principled working class 
alternative. Instead a reactionary anti- 
partyism is widely encouraged. In the 
absence of any positive leftwing 
intervention the CPGB is recom¬ 
mending the biggest possible vote 
for Britain’s bourgeois workers’ party 
on June 4 • 

Peter Manson 

Notes 

1. www.so cialistparty. org .uk/article s/7070. 

2. Socialism Today May 2009. 

3. ‘Over a pint in the pub’, May 21. 

4. See‘Hopeful of being elected’, May 21. 

5. www5oeialist-labour-party.org.uk/ 
europ ean_e lection s_2 00 9. htm. 
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